Age Level Differences in Children\u27s Use of an Aesthetic Stance When Responding to Literature. by Many, Joyce E
Louisiana State University
LSU Digital Commons
LSU Historical Dissertations and Theses Graduate School
1989
Age Level Differences in Children's Use of an
Aesthetic Stance When Responding to Literature.
Joyce E. Many
Louisiana State University and Agricultural & Mechanical College
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.lsu.edu/gradschool_disstheses
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at LSU Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in
LSU Historical Dissertations and Theses by an authorized administrator of LSU Digital Commons. For more information, please contact
gradetd@lsu.edu.
Recommended Citation
Many, Joyce E., "Age Level Differences in Children's Use of an Aesthetic Stance When Responding to Literature." (1989). LSU
Historical Dissertations and Theses. 4730.
https://digitalcommons.lsu.edu/gradschool_disstheses/4730
INFORMATION TO USERS
The most advanced technology has been used to photo­
graph and reproduce this manuscript from the microfilm 
master. UMI film s the text directly from the original or 
copy submitted. Thus, some thesis and dissertation copies 
are in typewriter face, while others may be from any type 
of computer printer.
The quality of th is reproduction is dependent upon the  
quality of the copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, 
colored or poor quality illustrations and photographs, 
print bleedthrough, substandard margins, and improper 
alignment can adversely affect reproduction.
In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a 
complete manuscript and there are m issing pages, these 
will be noted. Also, i f  unauthorized copyright m aterial 
had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.
Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are re­
produced by sectioning the original, beginning at the 
upper left-hand corner and continuing from left to right in 
equal sections with sm all overlaps. Each original is also 
photographed in one exposure and is included in reduced 
form at the back of the book. These are also available as 
one exposure on a standard 35mm slide or as a 17" x 23" 
black and w h ite  photographic print for an additional 
charge.
Photographs included in the original m anuscript have 
been reproduced xerographically in th is copy. H igher 
quality 6" x 9" black and w hite photographic prints are 
available for any photographs or illustrations appearing 
in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly 
to order.
University Microfilms International 
A Bell & Howell Information Company 
300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 USA 
313/761-4700 800/521-0600

Order N u m b er 9002157
A ge level differences in children’s use o f  an aesthetic  stance  
w h en  responding to  literature
Many, Joyce E., Ph.D.
The Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical Col., 1989
UMI
300 N. ZeebRd.
Ann Arbor, MI 48106

Age Level Differences In 
Children's Use of an Aesthetic Stance 
When Responding to Literature
A Dissertation
Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of the 
Louisiana State University and 
Agricultural and Mechanical College 
in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy
in
The Department of Curriculum and Instruction
Joyce E. Many
B.A., Northeast Louisiana University, 1978 
M.A., Northeast Louisiana University, 1980
May 1989
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The completion of a dissertation brings to close 
an era but is a result of a lifetime of support by 
family, friends, and colleagues. All of these have my 
thanks and appreciation for guiding and encouraging me 
to this point in my life.
My gratitude is extended to the faculty who served 
on my committees. Dr. Carole Cox, Dr. John Readence,
Dr. Lea McGee, Dr. Robert Coon, Dr. Bonnie Konapak, Dr. 
R. Prakash Dixit, and Dr. William Pinar. The 
confidence they showed in my endeavors, not only on 
this dissertation but throughout my program, enabled me 
to continue. I especially wish to thank Dr. John 
Readence for being willing on numerous occasions to 
read manuscripts and offer extensive feedback on short 
notice.
Dr. Carole Cox struck a common chord in me the 
first time I heard her speak. Her enthusiasm and love 
for what she was doing attracted me immediately, and 
from the day I staggered from her office carrying 1,300 
responses to film, our research interests were united. 
From that first project, through the compilation of the 
“black books" of related research, the endless mounds
of data from our Buchanan study, and the prospective 
research monograph, she has continually offered to me a 
collegial relationship which has been gratifying and 
productive and I return heartfelt appreciation and 
gratefulness.
After coming to Louisiana State University I was 
welcomed by fellow graduate students undergoing the 
same trials and tribulations as myself. My fondest 
memories of our "Chimes" group will always remain with 
me. My gratitude is extended to Nancy Williams, Ellen 
Jampole, and Mimi Mitchell for evaluating story 
selections and to Nancy Cothern, Jane West, Judy 
Neilson, and Elizabeth Willis for coding responses to 
establish reliability. I look forward to being able to 
help them in similar ways when their times come. 
Additional thanks go to Nancy Williams and Nancy 
Cothern for dropping in to talk and giving me welcome 
reprieves from my work. Their visits kept me sane and 
I appreciate the warmth of their friendship.
To the schools, teachers, and students who 
participated in this study, I express my appreciation 
for making this research possible. It is through the 
willingness of individuals to take part in such
endeavors that researchers are able to understand more 
about the world of education.
Next, I would like to recognize my parents, Norman 
and Kathryn Many, who have supported me through-out the 
years in ways too numerous to mention. By watching 
them I learned how to set and accomplish goals, to 
reach to be the best I could possibly be, and to live 
one day at a time. Without such a foundation I would 
have never attempted to earn my doctorate. Perhaps 
most importantly they have shown me what it means to 
live a life of love, which is of more value than any 
knowledge I could acquire at any university.
Finally, my love and appreciation goes to my best 
friend, my husband, Steve Voelkel. Perhaps having gone 
through a doctoral program gave him special insight, 
because his support and understanding was endless and 
priceless. One might think that getting married, going 
to France, moving to Texas, and having a baby, within 
the last year of a doctoral program would be a 
stressful experience; but with Steve by my side it was 
all one exciting adventure to be shared with someone I 






TABLE OF C O N T E N T S ...............................  v
LIST OF T A B L E S ................................ . vii
A B S T R A C T .......................................... viii
CHAPTER
I. THE P R O B L E M .......................... 1
Statement of the Problem.. ............ 8
Rationale for the S t u d y ........... 11
Definition of T e r m s ................. 13
Limitations of the S t u d y ........... 16
II. RELATED LITERATURE ......................  18
Theoretical Background ...............  19
Research Studies in Response to
Literature........................29
Summary.............................. 55
III. METHOD  ................................... 59
S u b j e c t s ...........................59
M a t e r i a l s ...........................62
P r o c e d u r e ...........................65
IV. R E S U L T S .............................. 74
Effects of Grade and Stance . . . .  75
Relationships between Stance, Level of
Understanding, and Story Rating . . 91
Elements of the Responses........... 93
V. D I S C U S S I O N ........................... 100
Conclusions and Implications . . . .  100
Suggestions for Future Research . . . 114
Summary..............................115
R E F E R E N C E S ........................................ 117
v
TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)
Page
APPENDICES
A. RAW D A T A .................................. 126
B. PILOT STORIES: EVALUATIONS AND
READABILITIES ......................... 138
C. SYNOPSES OF S T O R I E S ......................147
D. STUDENT RATING I N S T R U M E N T ............... 149
E. THE PILOT S T U D I E S .........................150
F. S C R I P T S .................................. 158
G. INSTRUMENT FOR RATING A READER’S LEVEL OF
PERSONAL UNDERSTANDING ...............  160
H. MEASURE OF READER STANCE TOWARDS A
LITERARY WORK ON AN EFFERENT TO
AESTHETIC CONTINUUM ..................  170
I. CATEGORY CODING SYSTEM .................  183
J. MEANS AND STANDARD ERRORS BY GRADE AND
STANCE  .............................. 193
K. RELATED CORRESPONDENCE .................  196
V I T A E .............................................. 203
vi
LIST OF TABLES 
TABLE Page
3.1 Students' Method of Payment for Lunches . 60
3.2 Racial Composition of Participating
S c h o o l s ...................................61
3.3 Students' Rating of Stories Used in
P i l o t ......................................64
3.4 Levels of Understanding......................67
3.5 Levels of Reader Stance on an Efferent
to Aesthetic Continuum ...............  69
4.1 Conversion of the Rating of the 5-point
Stance Instrument for Use in the
ANOVAs......................................75
4.2 Means and Standard Deviations for Level
of Understanding, Stance, and Story
Rating......................................77
4.3 Summary of ANOVA Results on Level of
Understanding ......................... 78
4.4 Cross Tabulation Table of Total Responses
by Grade and Levels of Understanding . . 80
4.5 Means and Standard Errors Across Grades
for Level of Understanding by Stance . . 85
4.6 Summary of ANOVA Results on Subject Rating
of S t o r y ...................................87
4.7 Correlation Analyses for Stance, Level of
Understanding, and Story Rating . . .  92
4.8 Percentage of Thought Units by Response
Category for Each Story  ................ 95
4.9 Percentage of Thought Units by Response
Category Across Stories ...............  97
vi i
ABSTRACT
The primary purpose of this study was to explore 
the effects of the use of the aesthetic and efferent 
stances in response to literature. Subjects included 
43 fourth graders, 47 sixth graders, and 40 eighth 
graders who were reading on-grade level or above. All 
subjects read the same three short stories, completed 
written free responses to each, and rated the stories. 
Responses were analyzed for reader stance, level of 
understanding reached, and the elements of the 
responses in terms of content categories.
Two-way analysis of variances revealed significant 
main effects for stance and grade on the dependent 
variable, level of understanding for all three short 
stories. The use of an aesthetic stance, where readers 
focused on the 1ived-through experience of the work, 
was associated with significantly higher levels of 
personal understanding. Level of understanding was 
also found to increase with grade level. No 
interaction effects were found between grade and 
stance, indicating the influence of stance on subjects' 
ability to reach higher levels of personal 
understanding is not related to the grade of the 
subject.
viii
Story rating was found to be primarily text 
specific, but fourth graders did tend to rate stories 
higher and sixth graders lower than eight graders.
In terms of the elements of their responses, fourth 
graders spent more time recalling story events than did 
sixth or eighth graders. Sixth graders were more 
likely to make connections between the story and 
previous literary or life experiences. The tendency to 
include interpretive responses increased with grade 
level.
The results of this study offered empirical 
support for the use of reader-response based teaching 
at the elementary and middle school levels.
CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM 
In the preface to her book Literature as 
Exploration. Louise Rosenblatt (1938) describes the 
literary experience as follows:
"... far from being for the reader a passive 
process of absorption, (the literary experience) 
is a form of intense personal activity. The 
reader counts for at least as much as the book or 
poem itself; he responds to some of its aspects 
and not others; he finds it refreshing and 
stimulating, or barren and unrewarding.
Literature is thus for him a medium of exploration 
(p. vi)."
Literature from this perspective offers to readers 
the opportunity for an experience which they can live 
through and find meaningful in terms of their own 
ideas, interests, and needs. Such an emphasis on the 
reader and the personal nature of the literary 
experience provides a backdrop for theory, research, 
and teaching focusing on the reader's response to 
literature. This perspective, known as reader-response 
theory or reader-response criticism, emphasizes the
1
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reader's role during the reading of a literary work and 
his/her reflection on the work after the reading event.
Unlike the earlier New Critics' theoretical 
perspective, which viewed meaning as being determined 
by the text (Richards, 1929), reader-response theory 
elevates the reader to an equal status with the text in 
terms of contributing to the meaning of the literary 
work (Cooper, 1985). The understanding derived from 
the text has personal meaning for the reader because it 
is a result of the reader's previous literary and life 
experiences interacting with the current 1ived-through 
experience of the text.
Rosenblatt (1978, 1985) describes the text as 
serving as a pattern for the reader, guiding the reader 
as he or she creates a personal version of the literary 
work. It is this uniquely individual literary 
experience that each reader creates and the factors 
which influence that personal meaning making, which are 
important to the researcher examining readers' response 
to literature. Cooper (1985) describes the reader's 
"response" as encompassing the "full complexity of the 
reading process" (p. xi), from the reading, decoding, 
and comprehending of the work, to the accompanying 
aesthetic, contextualized experience. Reader-response
3
research has illuminated the range of students' 
responses and has been used as a basis for the proposed 
teaching of literature based on the students' personal 
responses to the literary work (Corcoran, 1987; Probst, 
1988; Rosenblatt, 1938, 1978).
Taking into account the reader's role in creating 
the literary experience has meant a recognition of the 
effect of students' previous life and literary 
experiences on the meaning derived from the words on 
the page. Rosenblatt (1978, 1985) has hypothesized 
that the readers' stance, or the focus of the readers' 
attention when they approach reading and responding to 
literature, can also affect their individual reaction 
to and understanding of a work. She proposes two 
possible stances which a reader can take when reading 
and responding to a literary work. An efferent stance 
indicates the reader's attention is focused on the 
information which is to be taken away from the reading. 
The reader's concern is with identifying or learning 
about such elements in the text as factual information, 
social perspectives, writing techniques, style, or "the 
ideas being developed for retention after reading" 
(1985, p.40). When assuming the aesthetic stance, on 
the other hand, the reader's focus is upon the lived-
4
through literary experience. Attention is on the 
experiences, thoughts, feelings, images, and 
associations which are evoked.
Rosenblatt (1986) contends that while the 
aesthetic stance is the more appropriate focus while 
reading a literary work, it is the stance least 
considered in much of the teaching of literature in our 
schools: "Children are given ‘stories' but are asked
questions,that reward an efferent reading.
‘Literature’ courses in school and college present 
'good' and 'great' texts, but the student's attention 
is weighted toward what will be required after reading" 
(p. 126). Knowledge about the stances students assume 
while reading and responding to a literary work would 
aid in our understanding of the factors which affect 
students as they interact with literature.
Reader-response theory’s emphasis of the role of 
the reader has resulted not only in a valuing of 
individual interpretations but also in a new view of 
the reason for reading literature. Literature is seen 
as events to be 1ived-through, offering opportunities 
for self knowledge and for understanding others 
(Cooper, 1985). Consequently, from a reader-response 
perspective, the contention that all readers should
5
reach the same interpretation or deduce the same theme 
is no longer valid. Since students are not expected to 
identify the literary expert's notion of the correct 
theme or point, new ways of describing interpretations 
reached by different readers have evolved in recent 
research (Cox & Many, 1989b; Lehr, 1988).
Cox and Many suggest viewing responses in terms of 
the degree to which the personal understanding reached 
by the reader breaks through the boundaries of the text 
and is applied to life. They define four levels of 
understanding, ranging from a literal understanding of 
the text to higher level responses where readers 
articulate very generalized understandings about life. 
Investigation examining readers' responses in such a 
manner, across age levels, would provide information 
regarding the development of the ability to draw 
personal meaning from literature. Such information 
would be of interest to educators using literature in 
response-based programs where students enter into and 
reflect on the world of the text and through it seek 
understanding of themselves and the world around them 
(Probst, 1988).
The above emphasis on the reader's role in making 
meaning from a text implies a multiplicity of literary
6
experiences for any given literary selection. This 
would seem to make large scale group studies 
inapplicable because of the wide range of responses to 
any given work. While each reading is individual in 
nature, the content of the responses from a group of 
readers can be analyzed across readings for 
commonalities (Purves, 1985). Purves has underscored 
the need for research which examines these 
similarities, which he describes as the central 
tendencies of a group of readers. Once the central 
tendencies are known, the responses can then be probed 
for variations within a group, or the dispersive 
tendencies. These variations can help to build 
profiles of types of readers based on their patterns of 
response. Certain readers may use similar approaches 
and may demonstrate consistent patterns in the elements 
of their response and in the levels of understanding 
reached.
Purves also calls for further analysis of the 
effects of age and preference on the expressed 
response. Such factors may or may not have a 
relationship with the response tendencies of students. 
Identification of the typical responses of readers of 
various age levels and of patterns of responses within
7
those groups will better inform educators as to what 
occurs when children read and respond to a literary- 
work .
Using literature in the schools from a reader- 
response perspective means a new emphasis on the 
reasons to use literature and on what happens when 
students interact with literature. Drawing on reader- 
response theory and on research on response to 
literature, Probst (1988) has proposed that the 
curriculum and the teaching of literature at the 
secondary and junior high school level be based on the 
students' responses to aesthetic readings of literary 
works. For over four decades, Rosenblatt (1938, 1978, 
1985, 1986) has encouraged that same perspective for 
the teaching of literature at the secondary and college 
level. Other researchers and educators have also 
espoused the importance of the reader's response when 
using literature in the classroom (e.g.. Beach, 1985; 
Bleich, 1975; Corcoran, 1987; Holland, 1985).
This perspective toward the use of literature in 
the schools has, however, for the most part been 
directed at the older, proficient reader. While 
literature is emphasized and is being used at the 
elementary and middle school levels, the current focus
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is often on its use to develop reading or language arts 
skills rather than as a subject for its own sake. And 
yet, the same theoretical principles which apply to the 
reading of literature at the secondary and college 
level are relevant to the use of children's and 
adolescents' literature as well. The importance of 
such an emphasis in the earlier grades was recognized 
as early as 1966 in the conclusions reached by the 
study group on literature at the Dartmouth Conference 
(Harding, 1968). The results stressed the need for a 
literature program beginning in the elementary grades 
which focuses on the personal responses of the 
students, so as "to help the student reader find 
satisfaction in more mature literature on his/her own" 
(p. 15). Thus, the reader's role when interacting with 
and responding to a text is an important focus at all 
ages if literature is to provide a personally 
meaningful and satisfying experience.
Statement of the Problem 
In The Reader, the Text, and the Poem. Rosenblatt 
(1978) outlined the importance of readers' stance on 
their resulting experience with the text. The concept 
of reader stance and relationship of stance to the 
reader's response to a literary work, however, has not
9
been an area widely investigated. While much empirical 
research has been conducted on the secondary student’s 
response to literature, little is known about the 
manner in which elementary and middle school students 
approach a literary work and respond to it. Research 
is needed which examines differences in the stances 
children at these age levels take, when freely 
responding to literature, and the relationship of their 
stance to their ability to draw personal understandings 
from what they read. Methods for using literature at 
the elementary and middle school from a response-based 
perspective can be developed when information on the 
response tendencies of children at these ages is known.
The primary purpose of this study was to examine 
elementary and middle school students’ free written 
response to literature to explore the tendencies of 
readers at varying grade levels in terms of the stance 
taken in their response, the level of personal 
understanding reached, and the variety of elements in 
their response. The relationship of these factors with 
each other and with the student's rating of the story 
was also examined.
Specifically the following research questions were 
addressed:
10
1) What are the effects of the grade of the reader 
and the degree of aesthetic stance taken, on the 
reader's level of personal understanding and story- 
rating of three short stories?
2) What are the relationships between the stance 
taken, the level of understanding reached, and the 
story rating in subjects' responses to three short 
stories?
3) What are the percentages of elements included in 
subjects' responses to three short stories?
Subjects at each grade level were presented with 
identical story selections on three separate occasions. 
After reading a selection, subjects completed a written 
free response and then rated the story selection.
The responses to each story selection were coded 
in terms of the following dependent variables:
1.Stance Taken. A holistic assessment (1-5) of 
the approach taken when responding; ranging 
from an efferent approach, which focuses on 
information learned or an analysis of story 
elements or style; to an aesthetic stance, 
where attention is on the ideas, associations, 
and feelings generated during the reading 
experience.
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2.Level of Understanding. A rating (1-4) of the 
level of personal understanding reached in the 
overall free response. Low level responses 
indicate literal understandings tied to the 
text while high level responses include 
generalizations from the story which are 
applied to life.
3 .Percentage of Elements in each Content 
Category. The percentage of elements within a 
response which fell in each content category. 
Content categories included engaging, 
connecting, describing, interpreting, judging, 
recalling, and situating.
4.Story rating. The student's rating of the 
story on a preference instrument.
The responses were grouped according to the 
following independent variables:
1.Grade level (fourth, sixth, and eighth)
2.Text (3 realistic short stories)
Rationale for the Study
Although Rosenblatt and other reader-response 
theorists, researchers, and teachers have focused on
12
the aesthetic stance as a point of discussion or as an 
underlying assumption in their works (Corcoran, 1987; 
Evans, 1987; Probst, 1988; Rosenblatt, 1938, 1978,
1986), only one study (Cox & Many, 1989b) has examined 
the reader's use of aesthetic or efferent stance when 
responding to a literary work, and no research has been 
conducted looking at the stances taken by students at 
different age levels. The present study examined the 
efferent versus aesthetic stances elementary and middle 
school subjects take when responding to a literary work 
and the relationship of their stance to the content of 
their response.
While the reader's use of an aesthetic or efferent 
stance when responding to a literary work has not been 
extensively investigated, a large body of research in 
the area of reader-response has been conducted.
However, the majority of the empirical research which 
has elicited readers' response to literary works has 
been carried out with secondary students and adult 
readers. Little corresponding empirical research has 
been undertaken to examine the free response of the 
elementary and middle school readers. What in a story 
attracts the young readers' attention? What is 
meaningful to them? Do young readers make connections
13
to what they've read before or to what they've 
experienced in life? Do they apply what they learn 
about the world of the text to their own life? How 
does the literary response change across the elementary 
and middle school levels? To better inform educators 
who wish to use literature in the elementary and middle 
school grades for literature’s sake, by teaching it 
from a response-based perspective, more information is 
needed on how young readers freely respond to 
literature and how that response differs across these 
ages.
The present study examined the written free 
responses of fourth-, sixth-, and eighth-grade subjects 
to three short stories. The free response format 
allowed for the gathering of information indicating the 
range of response of readers at these ages when 
reacting freely to a literary work.
Definition of Terms 
Terms relevant to the study will be defined as 
follows:
aesthetic stance - a reader's attention is focused
on his/her 1ived-through 









the categories of elements in a 
response
a reader's selective attention 
is focused mainly on the public 
referents of the words, on the 
ideas being developed for 
retention after the reading 
(Rosenblatt, 1985) 
the discrete operations a writer 
can draw on in constructing a 
response (Purves & Rippere,
1968)
"the process in which the 
reader selects out ideas, 
sensations, feelings, and images 
drawn from his past linguistic, 
literary, and life experience, 
and synthesizes them into a new 
experience, the evocation-the 
poem, story, novel, or play" 
(Rosenblatt, 1985, p. 40) 
a response elicited without 
guiding questions (ex., "Write
interpretation






anything you want about the 
story you just read")
"the attempt to find meaning in 
the work, to generalize about 
about it, to draw inferences 
from it" (Purves & Rippere,
1968, p. 7).
the extent to which the student 
interprets the text and applies 
the interpretation to life (Cox 
& Many, 1989b). 
the current of attitudes and 
ideas accompanying an evocation 
of literary work (Rosenblatt, 
1985).
"focus of attention, which leads 
the reader to select from a 
a broader or narrower range of 
the elements of consciousness 
activated in transaction with 
the text" (Rosenblatt, 1985, 
p. 40)
a discrete unit or chunk of 
information (Beach, 1985)
16
transaction - "(the relationship) between the
reader and the text as a 
reciprocal process, in contrast 
to notions of the passive 
reader acted on by the text, or 
the passive text acted on by the 
reader" (Rosenblatt, 1985, p.40) 
Limitations of the Study 
This study sought to examine the responses of 
subjects at three age levels to identical texts. One 
limitation to the use of identical texts across age 
levels is the possible inhibiting effect a difficult 
text may have on the reader’s response. Subjects 
reading at least on grade level or above were used at 
each grade level so that the fourth grade level 
subjects would be more likely to be able to process the 
text with little difficulty. Still, ease of reading 
may have affected the response and, therefore, limits 
the implications drawn from this study.
Second, the age differences between the subjects 
may have also affected their ability to express 
themselves in writing and subsequently influenced the 
content of their written response.
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Third, this study examined the stance subjects 
took when responding to a literary work. Although the 
written response may indicate the focus of attention 
during reading, subjects could have assumed a different 
stance in their written response than that assumed when 
actually reading the literary work. While reader- 
response theorists often describe response as 
incorporating the full reading process from decoding to 
the accompanying aesthetic experience (Cooper, 1985), 
implications drawn from this study were limited in 
terms of the degree to which stance could be 




The foundation on which the following study is 
based draws on an area of current literary theory known 
as reader-response theory and on research in the area 
of response to literature. These research and 
theoretical traditions have their roots in the early 
writings of Louise Rosenblatt and saw an increase in 
activity in the early 1960's which continues to grow 
(Cooper, 1985). Essentially, the underlying questions 
which theorists and researchers have grappled with have 
been the same. "What happens when someone reads a 
literary text? What are the possibilities of expressed 
response in remembered details from the text, as well 
as in associations, inferences, or interpretations?
How can we interpret these responses? What is the 
status of the text? What is the role of the reader?" 
(Cooper, p. xi). Some literary theorists have spoken 
primarily from a conceptual basis while others have 
supplemented their theories with informal or formal 
investigations (e.g., Bleich, 1975; Iser, 1978; 
Rosenblatt, 1978). Researchers, while relying on
18
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literary theory as a background, often ground the 
interpretations of their data in psycholinguistics, or 
cognitive, developmental, or Freudian psychology (e.g., 
Applebee, 1978; Beach, 1985; Galda, 1982; Holland,
1985) .
The following literature review examines the 
theoretical background and the related research which 
provided the framework for this investigation and the 
means for interpreting the results. Various approaches 
to literary theory are discussed, with emphasis placed 
on the works of Rosenblatt, Iser, and Ricoeur, which 
stimulated the questions underlying this research. 
Research in response to literature, with findings 
relevant to the areas of reader stance, reader's free 
response to literature, levels of interpretation, and 
developmental differences in students' response to 
literature, are reviewed. Comparisons are made between 
previous research perspectives, methodologies, and 
findings, and the aims of the present study.
Theoretical Background 
Across the years the literary work and how it is 
to be interpreted has been viewed in a number of ways. 
Theorists such as I. A. Richards and the New Critics
20
contend that the literary work is an autonomous entity 
and that meaning is to be found in the text itself 
(Richards, 1929). This perspective recognizes that 
variations in readings occur, due to variations in 
readers, but calls for corrections in these 
misreadings. Ideally, all readers should reach the 
same understanding for a given text, the normative 
reading for that text. The pedagogy inspired by the 
New Critical theories emphasized the single text and 
placed little significance on the students and their 
views (Probst, 1988).
Reader-response theory represents a shift away 
from the isolated text as arbitrator of meaning. A 
literary work is seen as existing not within the text 
but in relation to the reader. Reader-response 
theorists, then, focus their attention on the 
individual reader and his/her relationship with the 
text and view the actual literary work as an event 
occurring within the mind of the reader. This emphasis 
offers a new way of conceptualizing the use of 
literature in the classroom and a need for accompanying 
methodologies and a changed role for the teacher.
21
Underscoring the pedagogical changes accompanying the 
theoretical perspective. Cooper (1985) states:
Reader-response theory emphasizes the value of 
literature for self-knowledge and for 
understanding others. It insists on the 
importance of individual consciousness. In 
classroom teaching, it shifts emphasis away from 
critical authority and received knowledge toward 
elaboration and evaluation of personal responses 
and arbitration of responses in a classroom 
community of responders, (p. xii)
While all reader-response theorists recognize the 
role of the reader in the reading event and emphasize 
the value of the personal response, two distinct 
avenues of thought do exist within the field. On the 
one hand are the phenomenologists and on the other the 
subjectivists. While both groups focus on the reader- 
text interaction, the dividing principle lies in the 
importance placed on the reader. The following diagram 
helps to clarify these distinctions and place them in 
perspective with the other literary theories.
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Meaning in Text Meaning in Reader
1 2 3
Objective Subjective
(New Critics) (Reader-response theorists)
On this continuum the New Critic perspective is 
found at one pole, while reader-response theories 
encompass the both the middle ground and the opposing 
pole as well. At the far end are the subjective 
response theorists such as Bleich and Holland. Their 
emphasis is on the reader's response to the work and 
the interpretation which emerges from reading the text 
is more dependent on the reader than on the text 
(Probst, 1988).
According to Holland (1985), the text does not 
cause or even limit the responses to it; instead, the 
reader actively constructs the work in the way he 
chooses. When readers interact with a text and search 
for meaning, subjective theorists direct the readers' 
attention into themselves rather than into the text. 
Consequently, what evolves is interpretation and 
understanding in terms of the world of the reader, as
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opposed to interpretation in terms of the world of the 
text. This is a totally subjective approach to 
literary theory, where analysis of the response leads 
away from the literal text to the individual reader, in 
comparison to the perspective of the second group of 
readei— response theorists who take a transactive view.
The theorists at point "2"'take a phenomenological 
approach to the reading of a literary work, focusing on 
the relationship occurring in time between the reader 
and the text. Meaning is not found in the reader or in 
the text, but is created in the transaction which 
occurs between the two. The term "transaction" is used 
to emphasize that what occurs between the reader and 
the text is not a simple interaction between two 
distinct entities where a reader acts on a text or a 
text produces a response in (acts on) a reader.
Instead,
...the text is a stimulus activating elements of 
the reader's past experience-his experience both 
with literature and with life. Second, the text 
serves as a blue print, a guide for the selecting, 
rejecting, and ordering what is being called 
forth; the text regulates what shall be held in
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the forefront of the reader's attention."
(Rosenblatt, 1978, p. 11)
The text, then, to some extent creates the reader 
- stimulating ideas, images, and feelings; while at the 
same time the marks on the page become a literary work 
by virtue of the relationship with the reader. It is 
the convergence of the reader and text which brings the 
literary work into existence (Iser, 1974). The 
following passages will review theorists from this 
perspective who articulate information relevant to the 
present study in terms of what it means to read, 
respond to, and draw personal understandings from 
1iterature.
Iser (1974, 1980) conceives of the literary work 
as virtual experience arising from a dialectic between 
the text and the reader. It cannot be identified with 
the reality of the text, as the New Critics would 
contend, nor with the disposition of the reader as 
emphasized by the subjective theorists. While 
recognizing the vital importance of both, he emphasizes 
that concentrating on either aspect instead of the 
relationship between the two, causes one to lose the 
virtual work itself.
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The interactive nature of the relationship between 
the text and the reader is made possible by what Iser 
describes as gaps in the text. In filling in these 
gaps, using personal knowledge and imagination, the 
reader makes the literary work come alive (Iser, 1974). 
The text sketches in what is to come and arouses 
expectations in the reader. Throughout the reading 
process the reader anticipates future events while at 
the same time checking projections with the unfolding 
work. He or she builds an illusion of the text and 
alternates between experiencing that illusion and 
counterbalancing that illusion with the associations 
which emerge from reading. In such a manner the 
literary work becomes an aesthetic experience for the 
reader and from that experience arises the 
configurative meaning of the text. However, for the 
work to function as an experience, the reader must 
suspend personal ideas and attitudes and be willing to 
experience the unfamiliar world of the literary text.
The concepts of the literary work as an aesthetic 
experience for the reader and the reader’s derivation 
of personal understandings from the work are important 
components in the present investigation. The degree to
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which children at different ages reveal an aesthetic 
experience in their written response and the level of 
understanding they achieve are examined for possible 
relationships. The concepts of aesthetic experience 
and personal understanding are further clarified by the 
works of Rosenblatt and Ricoeur.
Like Iser and other reader-response theorists, 
Rosenblatt (1978, 1985) describes the literary work as 
a result of the relationship between a particular 
reader and a particular text, an event occurring in 
time. She particularly emphasizes the transactional 
nature of the relationship; an ongoing process where 
both the reader and the text are conditioned by and are 
conditioning each other. For Rosenblatt the reading of 
all types of texts (fiction or non-fiction) occurs 
through this process, which she calls evocation, as the 
text stimulates the reader to make associations and the
reader selectively attends to some aspects and not to
»
others.
In Rosenblatt's opinion, where the reading of an 
informational text and a literary text differ is in the 
appropriate approach or stance the reader should take 
during the evocation. The stance a reader takes
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indicates the focus of his attention when evoking a 
text. An efferent stance indicates the reader is 
directing his attention toward the information that is 
to be taken away during a reading event. The efferent 
stance is appropriate for informational texts or when a 
text is to be analyzed according to some type of 
outside structure or criteria. The suitable approach 
to a literary work is the use of an aesthetic stance. 
When reading and responding from an aesthetic stance, 
the reader's attention is on the evocation, or what 
happens during the reading event. The 1ived-through 
experience of the work is the center of interest, as 
the reader savors the cognitive and affective 
associations generated by the qualitative aspects of 
the text.
A third theorist, Ricoeur, also focuses on the 
relationship which is required between the reader and 
the written words, for the text to exist. In 
Interpretation Theory: A Surplus of Discourse. Ricoeur 
(1976) describes a theory of interpretation based on 
the process through which the reader appropriates the 
text. According to Ricoeur, interpretation occurs 
through a series of dialectical relationships. The
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first dialectic involves the reader's understanding and 
explanation. When reading a text, the reader's first 
understanding is a simple guess as to the verbal 
meaning of the text. This is constantly compared with 
an analytical look at the text, which attempts to 
verify the guess by explaining it with textual 
connections. Such a process leads to many possible 
meanings but Ricoeur stresses that a meaning must not 
be only possible but also probable, more probable than 
other interpretations. The reader moves from 
understanding what it says to realizing what it means.
The second dialectical stage involves the reader's 
explanation of the work and his or her comprehension.
In this process of give and take, the referent expands 
beyond the text to all possible worlds. Instead of 
understanding what the work means in terms of the 
author’s intentions, or the audience to which it was 
intended, the world horizon of the author and the world 
horizon of the reader are combined. The reader now 
expands his understanding of what it means in the text 
to include what it refers to in relevance to other 
possible worlds.
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Ricoeur1s view of expanding interpretation to 
include not only meaning in terms of the text but 
meaning in terms of the world of the reader underlies 
the basic premise of the instrument used in this study 
to determine levels of personal understanding. The 
lower levels of understanding are tied to the world of 
the text, while responses demonstrating the highest 
levels of understanding are generalized beyond the 
world of the text and the specific events therein to 
encompass generalized beliefs reached about life. This 
view of interpretation provides an alternate to the New 
Critics1 approach which would evaluate whether or not 
readers arrived at the one correct interpretation or 
theme. Examining responses in this light might give a 
new view of the interpretative capabilities of readers 
at all levels.
Research Studies in Response to Literature 
The majority of the research studies focusing on 
the reader's response to literature attempt to 
categorize the content of the literary response. The 
landmark report which has provided a framework for much 
of the analyses of responses is Elements of Writing 
About a Literary Work (Purves & Rippere, 1968). This
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classification system consists of 139 elements which 
fall into four major areas. Most of the subsequent 
studies have used some adaption of Purves and Rippere 
system, building primarily on the four main categories: 
perception, engagement/involvement, interpretation, and 
evaluation. The following review will describe studies 
which have examined response to literature and are 
relevant to the proposed research.
Examination of Reader Stance
From Rosenblatt's theoretical perspective (1938; 
1978; 1985; 1986), literature should be read from an 
aesthetic point of view. Focus should be on the 
experience of reading the selection and the thoughts, 
feelings, and associations evoked by the text. The 
opposite stance might entail an examination of the 
facts presented or the stylistic features, not with a 
mind to how these elements contributed to the 
experience of the work but from an analytical 
perspective. The stance a reader takes would logically 
affect the subsequent response and the personal 
understanding derived from the work, but research 
describing this relationship across various age levels 
is lacking.
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Only one recent study has examined the degree to 
which the reader assumed an efferent as opposed to an 
aesthetic stance in his/her response to literature (Cox 
& Many, 1989b). As part of a larger study, Cox and 
Many examined the free written responses of 38 above­
level fifth-grade students to four novels. The 
purposes of this phase of the study were to devise a 
data-driven holistic measure of reader stance on an 
efferent to aesthetic continuum based on students' 
responses to literary works; £$ftd second, to analyze 
young readers' written responses to literature in terms 
of the reader’s stance, level of personal 
understanding, and story preference.
Students were given two weeks to independently 
read each novel during their regular class reading 
time. After the completion of each work, students 
responded in writing to the prompt "Write anything you 
want about the story you have just read." At the end 
of the study students were asked to rank the novels 
according to preference (1 =* most preferred, 4 = least 
preferred).
Responses were read and analyzed holistically by 
the researchers according to the type of stance adopted
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by each reader during each reading event. A model of 
stance characteristics in readers' responses was 
devised based on Rosenblatt's description of reader 
stance on an efferent to aesthetic continuum, and a 
data-driven instrument evolved with stance 
characteristics more fully described according to types 
of stances assumed by these readers. The following 
five point verbally cued rating scale emerged: 1) Most 
efferent response: Clear evidence of efferent analysis,
2) Primarily efferent response: Focused on verbatiifi re­
telling, 3) Elements of both the aesthetic evocation 
and efferent analysis, 4) Primarily aesthetic response: 
Selective attention given to specific parts, and 5)
Most aesthetic response: Clear evidence of the lived- 
through experience. An independent rater, trained in 
the use of the instrument, analyzed one-third of the 
data. Inter-rater reliability established between the 
researchers and the rater using a Pearson product-
F
moment correlation was .84 on the holistic rating of 
reader stance.
A second instrument (based on Applebee, 1978) was 
devised to describe the level of personal understanding 
reached in the response. The following four levels
33
were identified in students' personal responses: 1)
Does not go beyond literal meaning of the story, 2) 
Indicates some interpretation of specific story events,
3) Demonstrates understanding of specific story events 
through analogy to self or world, and 4) Reaches a 
generalized belief or understanding about life. 
Interrater reliability established with an independent 
rater trained in the use of the instrument was .79 
using a Pearson product-moment correlation.
Correlation analyses revealed significant 
relationships between stance and level of understanding 
and stance and preference. Students responding from a 
primarily aesthetic stance reached higher levels of 
understanding and ranked books higher than students 
responding from a primarily efferent stance.
Cox and Many's research indicates that there is a 
relationship between the stance students take and their 
understanding of and preference for literature. 
Additional studies need to be conducted to extend that 
research by examining the main effects and possible 
interaction effects of factors such as grade level and 
stance on students' understanding and preference of 
1i terary works.
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Galda (1982) Investigated the ability of 3 fifth- 
grade girls to assume a spectator stance while 
responding. According to Galda, the spectator stance 
refers to the reader's ability to separate himself or 
herself from the individual events in the story and to 
take a holistic look at the literary selection. Galda 
found the subjects to demonstrate patterns of response 
over texts, and that the ability to assume the 
spectator stance was necessary for a mature literary 
judgement. Galda emphasizes the need for more highly 
structured studies using a larger number of 
participants as well as cross-sectional studies to give 
a clearer picture of the development of mature literary 
response. Like the spectator stance, an efferent or 
aesthetic stance is also likely to affect the mature 
literary response and warrants further investigation. 
Developmental Differences in Response to Literature 
One primary focus of this study will be the 
comparison of students' responses across grades 4, 6, 
and 8. These levels span the Piagetian stages of 
concrete and formal operations. According to Piaget's 
theory, children at the concrete operational stage are 
unable to deal with abstract thoughts. Applebee (1978)
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used this framework to describe the differences he 
found in children's response to literature. His 
extensive study was conducted with 6, 9, 13, and 17- 
year-olds. Using an oral response mode with the 6- 
year-olds, an oral response with some 9-yeai— olds and a 
written response with other 9-year-olds, and a written 
response with the 13- and 17-year-olds, the subjects 
were asked to discuss a story of their own choice. In 
addition the 6- and 9-year-olds were asked to discuss 
the tale of "Little Red Riding Hood".
Referring to Piaget's stages, Applebee described 
the preoperational and concrete operational child as 
concentrating primarily on narration, summarization, 
and categorization. Not until the onset of formal 
operations did the student begin to analyze the 
structure of the work, the motives of the characters, 
or become involved in the work. Generalization about 
the work and consideration of point of view, theme, or 
the effect of the work on the reader's own views was 
associated with only stage two of formal operational 
thought (age 16-adult).
Analysis using the Purves categories (Purves & 
Rippere, 1968) revealed perception to be the most
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frequent category for the 6- and 9-year-olds, with some 
evaluative but no interpretative responses. The 
content of the 13- and 17-year-olds' responses showed a 
decrease in the perception category and more 
interpretation. Evaluation was the most frequent 
response category used. Rather than concentrating on 
plot, character, or theme alone, the older children 
produced more complex answers on a variety of aspects. 
There was a decrease with age from retelling and 
summarizing.
Applebee found the Purves system to be inadequate 
in describing his data, and consequently allowed his 
own data-driven classification system to emerge as 
well. A system of categorizing levels of meaning 
evolved with four subcategories: did not understand, 
literal, exemplifications, and generalizations. While 
6- and 9-year-olds responded at the literal level, 13- 
year-olds were at the exemplification level of meaning 
and were able to make analogies about the meaning of 
the text to the world. Generalizations were rare at 
the early ages, but they were used at least once by 80% 
of the 17-year-olds. His findings suggest that theme
37
interpretations occur after subjects are able to relate 
the literal event to other situations.
Applebee's work has been of utmost significance in 
that it examined the differences in the responses of 
children from age 6 through 17. One problem with 
comparing those responses and hypothesizing subsequent 
developmental differences is the fact that different 
modes of response were used across the age levels (oral 
responses with 6- and 9-year-olds, written responses 
with some 9-year-olds, and with the 13- and 17-year- 
olds) . Beach (1973) found the written mode to result 
in a more interpretative response when compared with 
the oral mode. Applebee also notes that comparison of 
the responses of the 9-year-olds who were orally 
interviewed with those who used the written form seemed 
to indicate that the written mode elicited a more 
mature, linguistically more complex response.
A second aspect to be noted is that these students 
responded to a text that they were recalling, rather 
than one they had just experienced. Petrosky (1985) 
notes that if remembrances and interpretations affect 
each other, the interpretation of a text may change 
when one remembers the text after a period of time.
38
Consequently, the responses elicited to a text read at 
sometime in the past may differ considerably to the 
response which would have been elicited at the time of 
reading. The response would not be in reference to the 
evocation of the text, the event in time, but to the 
memory of that event.
Further investigation, in contrast to Applebee's, 
needs to utilize identical texts across grade levels as 
well as identical response modes. Research has found 
different texts to produced wide variations in the 
content of the response of the readers (Golden, 1979; 
Johnson, 1983; Purves, 1975, 1981). Purves‘ research, 
conducted with readers from 10 countries, found that 
not only was each text unique in the emotions and 
understanding which it elicited but also in the 
critical perspective which it inspired. To compare the 
content of responses across groups of readers, it is 
therefore important that they are reading and
f
responding to the same works.
Cullinan, Hardwood, & Galda (1983) used identical 
texts when examining the oral responses of fourth-, 
sixth-, and eighth-grade subjects to two novels. The 
responses were gathered individually and in groups
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using focused questions. A direct relationship was 
found between students' preference for a work and their 
comprehension. Correlations were also found between 
expectations for a work and comprehension and between 
expectations and the way students evaluated the work.
Looking across levels, fourth graders responded 
using synopsis with some retelling, concentrated on 
literal events, showed little understanding of symbolic 
elements, and described themes in terms of simple 
messages. Their evaluations of the works were 
dependent on their ability to comprehend and on whether 
or not they liked the plot events. Sixth-grade 
students used either synopses or summaries, were able 
to make inferences, considered the possibilities of 
symbolic meanings, and saw subtle messages in the 
themes. Their evaluations were based on genre 
preferences and were tied to comprehension. Eighth 
graders summarized the stories but ended the summaries 
in analysis, made evaluative judgments with 
justifications from the text, and saw multiple meanings 
for symbols and multiple messages for themes. They 
were able to apply the themes to their own lives. When 
evaluating the texts, the eighth graders were able to
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transcend preference and base their evaluations on the 
literary techniques of the author.
These findings indicate that fourth graders are 
capable of inferring themes from the literature they 
read and that by the sixth grade students become 
increasingly adept at going beyond the literal level to 
interpretation of the literary text. The responses 
were, however, a result of focused questions. A free 
response format would provide information on what 
children freely think of and focus on when they read 
literature and on the level of understanding they reach 
in an unprobed response. Rosenblatt (1938) emphasizes 
the fact that the questions which are asked following a 
literary selection may emphasize or call attention to 
issues which are totally alien to the individual's 
perception of a work. In other words, the meaning 
readers make of a story, their personal understanding 
and experiencing of it, may have nothing to do with the 
direction posed by focused questions. While focused 
responses may show whether or not a reader can deduce 
from the story answers to questions the researcher 
feels are important, they do not indicate if, unaided, 
the reader goes beyond the literal level of the text to
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broader abstract understandings. Focused responses 
also fail to Indicate the child's individual focus or 
response.
A study by Golden (1979) compared the oral 
response of fifth- and eighth-grade students to 
realistic fiction and fantasy. In an interview 
situation the students were asked to make a free 
response and then to respond to five questions.
Results indicated the eighth-grade students to be more 
interpretative and the fifth-grade students to be more 
expressive in their responses. The realistic story 
evoked more identification responses, especially for 
the fifth-grade students, while the fantasy selection 
prompted the eighth-grade students to connect to other 
fantasies. Golden concluded that text is a major 
influence in the response evoked.
This study indicates text does affect students' 
responses to literature; however, the generalization of 
the differences in response as occurring as a function 
of genre is limited due to the fact that only one 
selection was used for each type. To neutralize text- 
to-text differences and make generalizations about 
genre possible, multiple selections would have been
42
needed. While this study does not provide conclusive 
evidence that response is affected by genre 
differences, it underscores that children respond in 
vastly different ways across texts.
Another developmental study of children's response 
to literature was conducted by McNamara (1981).
Picture books containing satire were read aloud to 
fourth- and seventh-grade students. A questionnaire 
was then administered to each student in a one-to-one 
situation. All students accepted satire in works they 
enjoyed and responded to works of satire they found 
humorous. The students were also capable of responding 
in a critical, in-depth manner beyond the literal 
level. These results indicate that students as young 
as fourth-grade are able to understand abstract 
concepts, such as satire, on a critical level and 
respond accordingly.
While the above three studies each contributed 
valuable information to our knowledge of how children 
can respond to literature, a major obstacle limits the 
comparison of the responses of the children at the 
different age levels. The number of subjects per grade 
level in the study by Cullinan et al. was 6, Golden's
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study had 10 subjects at each level, and McNamara's 
study had 12. While the small sample size allowed the 
in-depth examination of the response, it could be 
considered inadequate for comparative statistics across 
grade levels.
Only one study (Gentile & Kane, 1987) has taken a 
developmental look at students' responses to identical 
texts, using identical response modes and using large 
sample sizes. Gentile and Kane examined the written 
responses of 37 third graders, 40 fifth graders, 46 
eighth graders, and 51 tenth graders to Dr Seuss' The 
Butter Battle Book (Random House, 1984). Students were 
asked to respond freely and then to tell what they felt 
was the central idea or message of the book. Responses 
were analyzed according to data-driven categories of 
response types including drawings only, narratives, 
affective, evaluative, summary, prediction, suggestion,
•v
related to world, inferences, story type, censorship, 
and effect on reader.
The researchers found younger students' 
interpretative abilities to exceed the researchers' 
expectations which had been based on previous research 
(Applebee, 1978). Third- and fifth-grade students were
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able to go beyond retelling and summarizing by 
extending the story world, creating their own endings 
and some were able to conceptualize, to make evaluative 
statements, summaries, predictions, suggestions, to 
identify with story characters, and to analyze story 
elements. Finally, many of the third, fifth, and 
eighth graders understood the main theme of the book 
and were able to apply it to their own world.
Gentile and Kane's study is significant in that 
preadolescent subjects were found capable of 
demonstrating sophisticated responses previously 
thought to develop in later adolescence. Both older 
and younger students related their interpretations of 
the story to their own lives, although they did so in 
different ways. This recognition of the validity of 
variations in personal understanding is grounded in 
reader-response theory, whereas such responses in 
earlier research coming from a New Critics' perspective
f
might have been deemed inadequate.
Regarding Gentile and Kane's study, a number of 
points do need to be addressed. First, clear 
definitions for each category type and reliability 
statistics for the data analysis system used to code
the responses were not given. This calls into question 
the objectivity of the coding system. Second, the 
responses were not divided into thought units but 
mention was made that some responses demonstrated 
multiple response types, thus also calling into 
question the subjective nature of the coding procedure. 
Finally, only descriptive statistics in the form of 
percentages and means were used- in the statistical 
analysis. Therefore, whether or not the differences in 
response types across levels were significant cannot be 
determined.
There is a need for additional investigations 
which will extend the knowledge base provided by this 
descriptive study by analyzing not only the response 
categories used by students at various grade levels, 
but also the levels of interpretation demonstrated and 
possible factors affecting interpretation (such as 
stance and story preference). Although Gentile and 
Kane's research indicated younger students are capable 
of making interpretative responses to literature, more 
needs to be known about the levels of those 
interpretative responses. Also, research needs to 
expand Gentile and Kane's investigation by utilizing
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multiple texts. Such research will allow a more 
complete look at the range of responses available, in 
that student responses in Gentile and Kane's study 
could have been restricted by student preference for 
the isolated text.
Free Response Studies
Some research investigations have chosen to focus 
on the free response of the subjects to the literary 
work to obtain information as to the content of 
children's response when they experience a literary 
transaction. What is the focus of their response? Do 
children at different levels demonstrate different 
patterns in the content or stance of their response 
when they freely discuss a literary selection? The 
following studies have used various methodologies to 
investigate unsolicited or free response to literature.
Ethnographic studies. A new methodology being 
used at elementary level, which allows for the 
documentation of children's free response to 
literature, draws on the field of ethnography for its 
research techniques (e.g., Hepler, 1982; Hickman, 1980; 
Hill, 1985; Kiefer, 1983). Using this procedure, the 
researcher becomes a participant-observer, taking field
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notes and collecting both written and oral samples of 
response. Findings from these studies emphasize the 
importance of context and teacher influence on 
children's response to literature.
The results from one of these ethnographic studies 
(Hickman, 1980) are pertinent to the present 
investigation. Hickman observed children in grades K-5 
responding to literature. Her findings are 
particularly interesting in that they indicate that 
when responding freely to a literary work, elementary 
age children naturally make connections between texts 
and prior literary experiences, and they demonstrate 
understandings which generalize beyond the context of 
story events.
In this descriptive study the researcher also 
found some types of responses to be common to certain 
grade levels; K-l children demonstrated dramatic play 
and actions, 2-3 grade children were more interested in 
sharing and in demonstrating proficiency in reading, 
and 4-5 graders typically responded by expressing 
strong likes and dislikes. All students were more 
likely to concentrate on similarities than differences 
between stories and were concerned with making meaning
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of the story. In terms of theme, young children were 
tied to story events but the older children could 
discuss thematic generalizations beyond specific story 
context. In contrast to Hickman's research, additional 
research is needed which goes beyond descriptive 
techniques to empirically investigate the level of 
understanding and generalization found in students' 
free response to the story itself.
Written free response studies. Of the research 
studies examining response to literature, only three 
were found which looked at the written free response of 
students at the elementary level (Johnson, 1983; 
Skelton, 1964; True, 1981). Overall findings in these 
studies suggest the primary category of response to be 
perception. Girls were found to show more 
engagement/involvement in the stories than boys.
Of these studies, Skelton's research is of 
particular interest to the present investigation. 
Skelton found that in the process of responding freely 
to literature, elements of the students’ responses 
included personal connections to life. Skelton 
examined the responses of fourth, fifth, and sixth 
graders who were asked to write what a poem meant to
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them. The students focussed first on retelling and 
then primarily on their subjective response to the 
poems. The response to more difficult poems indicated 
less understanding and the response was more subjective 
and not as literal as the response to less difficult 
poems. The author found that the students failed to be 
guided by the text in their associative and connective 
responses; instead, their subjective responses led them 
away from consideration of the author's intention or 
from subsequent interpretation of the meaning of the 
work. The emphasis on the author's intention when 
interpreting the work, underlying Skelton's analysis, 
may have led to an underestimation of the 
interpretative abilities of the students. Additional 
research is needed to examine how age affects 
children's ability to reach abstract levels of 
understanding from a reader-response perspective, which 
does not assume students should reach one correct 
interpretation of a text.
Levels of Interpretation in Response
This study will investigate the level of 
understanding found in the written responses of 
elementary and middle school students. The following
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review analyzes studies which have examined the degree 
of interpretation found in responses to literature and 
the factors which have been found to be associated with 
high levels of interpretation.
A study by Dorfman (1988) analyzed second-, 
fourth-, and sixth-grade children’s ability to derive 
morals or points for simple fables'. Forty children 
from each grade were asked to read two Aesop fables, 
two reversed-outcome fables, and two no-point stories. 
Reversed-outcome fables were constructed from each of 
the true fables by reversing the positive or negative 
outcomes of the stories. No-point stories were created 
by pairing a neutral event sequence with a positive or 
negative outcome.
The experimenter read the fables to the second- 
grade children and the fourth- and sixth-grade subjects 
read the fables independently. After each story the 
subjects responded to the questions "Do you think the 
story has a moral?" and "What do you think the moral of 
the story is?". Analysis indicated second-grade 
children to demonstrate a rudimentary ability to 
generate fable points, and fourth- and sixth-grade 
children to be skilled at differentiating texts with
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points from no-point texts. By the fourth and sixth 
grade, students became much more likely to explain 
morals using causal relationships between actions and 
outcomes and to state points in the form of a moral 
assertion. Students at all levels were able to form 
abstractions.
Dorfman's work indicates upper elementary students 
to be adept at the level of interpretation needed to 
infer morals or points from what they read. Thus, this 
research expands our perception of younger students' 
capabilities beyond earlier beliefs formed by 
Applebee's (1978) study, which found students at ages 
6-9 to make no interpretative statements (using the 
Purves categories), remaining at the literal level. 
Dorfman's study clearly indicates, as does Gentile and 
Kane's investigation (1987), that elementary students 
are capable of making interpretive statements. One 
reason for the discrepancy between Dorfman's and 
Applebee's results might be that this study used a 
written response mode which has been associated with 
more interpretative and complex answers (Applebee,
1978; Beach 1973), whereas Applebee's study used an
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oral response mode for 6-year-olds and most 9-year- 
olds.
It should be noted that since Dorfman's study 
utilized focused questions as opposed to a free 
response format, a need still exists for additional 
investigation into the levels of understanding students 
reach unaided, when allowed to respond to literature in 
their own way.
A recent study by Lehr (1988) also adds to our 
understanding of the abstract thinking capabilities of 
elementary school children. Ten students with high 
exposure to literature and 10 students with low 
exposure to literature were chosen from grades K, 2, 
and 4 for a total of 60 subjects. Children were read 
three realistic fiction stories and three folktales, 
two of the three books in each genre sharing a common 
theme. Students were then interviewed individually and 
asked to identify books with matching themes and to 
respond to a series of questions designed to reveal why 
they had linked the two books together.
Lehr found even kindergarten children capable of 
making abstract thematic statements about stories. 
Kindergarten children identified thematically matched
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realistic fiction 80% of the time and folktales 35% of 
the time. When the children's thematic statements were 
compared with adult statements about the same stories, 
the majority of the children's statements differed 
(with more subtle differences at the fourth grade 
level) but the statements were congruent with the text.
This supports the reader-response position that 
readers interact with the text in their own 
idiosyncratic ways, building up personal meaning based 
on than own knowledge of the world. Younger children 
processed "meaning in literature with perspectives that 
differ[ed] from those of adults" (Lehr, 1988, p. 350) 
but which still were valid abstractions when examined 
in light of the text itself. When looking at the 
relationship to exposure to literature, high exposure 
to literature correlated significantly with level of 
thematic awareness. In the high exposure groups, 
approximately half of the second-grade and fourth-grade 
children were at the levels of analysis and 
generalization using Applebee's Developmental 
Formulation of Response Categories (1978), a finding at 
odds with Applebee's contention that children at the 
concrete operational stage of thought are unable to
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generalize and analyze stories. This research is 
significant then, in that it expands our perception of 
the response capabilities of elementary age students.
One study at the college level has analyzed the 
relationship between the level of interpretation, or 
understanding demonstrated in readers' response to 
literature, and the content of the response. Beach 
(1987) examined the journal entries of adult readers to 
determine the relationships between autobiographical 
connections and literary interpretation. The results 
indicated the amount of connecting readers did to 
previous experience was related to how engaged they 
were with the text and with the amount of 
interpretative comments made about the text. The 
degree to which the readers elaborated on their 
personal experience was correlated with their level of 
story interpretation and experience interpretation.
The most common links made were in reference to 
feelings, settings, conventions, and characters or 
persons. The present study also examines the 
relationship of various factors related to 
interpretation, but in responses made by elementary and 
middle school children. Descriptive analysis will also
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be conducted to examine possible developmental 
differences in children's inclusion of connecting type 
responses.
Summary
One purpose of this study is to examine the stance 
children take when freely responding to literature and 
the relationship of their stance to their level of 
personal understanding. Rosenblatt (1985) has called 
for research which examines the process of responding 
to a literary work and has particularly emphasized the 
need to examine responses in light of the extent to 
which they reflect the "qualitative sense of the 1ived- 
through work" (p. 47). While the importance of 
aesthetic reading of a literary work and the reader's 
subsequent response to that work has been emphasized in 
theory and practice (Corcoran, 1987; Probst 1988), only 
one study (Cox & Many, 1989b) has examined the 
relationship of the aesthetic stance with the content 
of the free response. Further, no study has been 
conducted to investigate the relationship between the 
reader's stance and the reader's age. Information as 
to whether or not different age children's literary 
responses reflect the aesthetic stance and the
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relationship of such a stance with the meaning children 
make of a literary work is needed.
This study will also examine the effect of age on 
the content of readers’ response to literature. Until 
this time the research which has spanned the age levels 
prior to and succeeding Piaget's formal operations 
stage has used inadequate sample size (e.g., Cullinan, 
Hardwood, & Galda, 1983; Golden, 1979; McNamara, 1981), 
has not used parallel response modes (Applebee, 1978), 
or has not used identical texts (Applebee, 1978;
Purves, 1975). Only one study, (Gentile & Kane, 1987) 
has been conducted to examine developmental changes in 
the content of children’s free written response to the 
same text. According to Beach (1973), the written 
response format generates a more interpretative 
response than does an oral response mode. Likewise, 
Applebee (1978) noted that while the oral mode 
generated a longer response, the written response 
seemed to result in a more mature, linguistically more 
complex response. In light of this, the current 
perception of elementary and middle school students’ 
response to literature, which was gathered using
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primarily oral means, may underestimate the range and 
complexity of children's response to what they read.
In summary, the importance of the proposed 
research is evident, first, in that it will examine the 
relationship between the reader's stance and the 
content of his or her response to literature. The 
theoretical principle underlying the importance of the 
aesthetic stance to the reading of and responding to a 
literary work has been used as a foundation for much of 
the response-based research and for the teaching of 
literature and yet at this time it has not been 
empirically examined.
Second, a developmental examination of elementary and 
middle school readers' response to literature using a 
written response mode is lacking. Such information 
will allow a clearer understanding of the differences 
and similarities between children at these levels in 
terms of their response and their ability to understand 
the literary work.
Specifically, the proposed study will address the 
following questions:
1) What are the effects of the grade of the reader 
and the degree of aesthetic stance taken, on the
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reader's level of personal understanding and story 
rating of three short stories?
2) What are the relationships between the stance 
taken, the level of understanding reached, and the 
story rating in subjects' responses to three short 
stories?
3) What are the percentages of elements included in 
subjects' responses to three short stories?
CHAPTER 3 
METHOD
The primary purpose of this study was to examine 
the effects of a subject's stance in a response and the 
subject's grade level, on his or her level of 
understanding in the response and rating of the story. 
The secondary purpose was to explore the relationships 
between readers' stance, level of understanding, and 
story rating. Finally, this study described the 
content of subjects' responses to literature in terms 
of the elements of the responses.
Two intact classes were selected from each grade 
level (fourth, sixth, and eighth). For each of three 
short stories, subjects were asked to read the story, 
to respond in writing, and to rate the story.
Responses were coded in terms of the stance of the 
response, the level of understanding, and the elements 
of the response.
The following chapter will describe in detail the 
subjects, the materials, and the procedure used to 
complete this investigation.
Sub iects
The population, from which the sample for this 
study was drawn, consisted of students (reading on
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level or above) enrolled in grades 4, 6, and 8 in the 
same school system.
A stratified cluster sampling was used by choosing 
classes from one elementary and one middle school from 
a low socioeconomic area and one elementary and one 
middle school from a middle to upper socioeconomic 
area. The percentage of student participation in the 
free lunch program for each school was used to ensure 
schools from both lower socioeconomic and middle to 
upper socioeconomic levels were chosen and to document 
that the elementary and middle schools chosen from the 
same level were well matched. Table 3.1 shows the 
breakdown of percentages of students participating in 
free lunch.
Table 3.1
Students' Method of Payment for Lunches
Type of Payment
Schools Free Reduced Paying
Elementary School A 
Percent of students






























When choosing the schools effort was also made to 
ensure the schools chosen would provide a sampling from 
both black and white student populations. Table 3.2 
shows the racial compositions of the schools.
Table 3.2
Racial Compositions of Participating Schools
Enrollment
Schools White Black Total
Elementary School A 78 291 369
Percent of students 21% 79%
Elementary School B 393 12 405
Percent of students 97% 3%
Middle School A 242 348 590
Percent of students 41% 59%
Middle School B 958 344 1302
Percent of students 74% 26%
Specific classes participating in the study were
chosen at random from those classes available at the
appropriate grade level(s). A fourth-grade class was 
randomly chosen from each elementary school and a 
sixth- and an eighth-grade class were randomly chosen 
from each middle school. All students in each class 
participated in the data collection but only data from 
on-level subjects were used in the data analysis.
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To determine reading ability, scores on the 
reading portion of the Comprehensive Assessment Program 
(CAP) given by the school system the previous spring 
were obtained from school records. For the purpose of 
this study, the cut-off score was the fourth stanine, 
which is considered in the average range ("Louisiana 
Statewide Norm-Referenced Testing Program," 1988). For 
a small number of subjects, results from the previous 
year's CAP test were unavailable, but results from a 
Stanford reading test given within the last year were 
examined and students scoring on-grade level or above 
were included in the study.
Subjects consisted of 43 fourth graders, 47 sixth 
graders, and 40 eighth graders, which comprised the on- 
grade level students found in the six intact classes 
participating in the study. Test results for each 
subject are found in Appendix A.
Materials
Short Stories
Three realistic short stories were chosen through 
a pilot study which utilized six possible selections. 
Criteria for the six initial story selections was based 
on probable interest and appropriate readability. 
Research indicates realistic stories to be preferred
63
reading in the upper elementary grades (Golden, 1979; 
Purves & Beach, 1972) and to be easier than folktales 
for elementary students when trying to make abstract 
generalizations (Lehr, 1988); therefore, the initial 
chosen selections were realistic short stories.
Readability of the selections was determined by the 
Raycror Readability Formula (Raygor, 1977) . The 
readability estimates were used to select stories with 
readability levels falling in the upper elementary 
range. An initial field testing conducted in the 
spring of 1988 provided feedback on appropriate length 
of stories and student interest in the stories. 
Considering the results of the initial field testing, 
six stories were then chosen for use in the pilot 
study. These stories were examined by a panel of 
reading experts and were rated in terms of quality of 
plot, characterization, and style using Sword’s (1985) 
Criteria for Evaluating Picture Story Books. Although 
this instrument was created for use with picture books, 
it makes no attempt to evaluate or address 
illustrations, concentrating on the elements of the 
story itself. Thus it was deemed appropriate for use 
with the short stories used in this study. The 
readability levels of the stories, the adapted version
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of Sword's evaluation instrument, and the ratings of 
the selections by the panel of reading experts can be 
found in Appendix B.
The final three stories were chosen based on those 
rated highest by all-students in the pilot study. 
Student rating was considered of utmost importance in 
that it was necessary to find appropriate stories that 
would be of interest across the wide range of age 
levels used in the study. The ratings by the students 
for all six stories used in the pilot study are found 
below in Table 3.3.
Table 3.3
Students' Rating of Stories Used in Pilot
Rating by Grade Level*
Stories 4 6 8 Total Ave.
"The Runaway" 2.1 2.5 3.3 2.63
"The Dollar's Worth" 3.0 2.6 2.55 2.72
"Secret of the Aztec Idol" 2.28 2.8 3.09 2.72
"Scattered Showers" 2.88 2.5 3.0 2.79
"The Bracelet" 2.83 3.0 3.1 2.98
"Lucas and Jake" 3.28 3.8 3.13 3.40
* 1 = High, 5 = Low
Synopses of the stories chosen for the study, "The 
Dollar's Worth", "The Aztec Idol", and "The Runaway", 
are found in Appendix C.
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Student Rating Instrument
The subjects' rating of their enjoyment of each 
story was completed using a rating instrument (see 
Appendix D) adapted from Cox's (1985) Film Preference 
Instrument. Adaptations to the instrument were made 
based on results from the pilo.t study.
Procedure
The Pilot Studies
An initial field testing of short stories was 
conducted in the spring of 1988. A second pilot study, 
designed to not only aid in final story selection but 
also to test procedural routines, was conducted using 
two classes at the fourth, sixth, and eighth grade 
levels. A description of the initial field testing and 
of the subsequent pilot study and a summary of 
adaptations made based on the results are found in 
Appendix E.
Data Collection
For each of the three stories, the subjects read 
the selection and then wrote a free response. Data 
were collected in three separate episodes over a nine 
week period. The order of stories was randomized from 
subject to subject to account for possible influence of 
story sequence on response.
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For each session data were collected by the 
researcher, who followed prepared scripts (see Appendix 
F). Subjects were issued a story selection and a 
packet consisting of loose leaf paper and a rating 
instrument. All subjects were instructed to read their 
story selection and then wait until everyone else was 
also finished. Next, the instructions for the free 
response were shown on an overhead projection screen 
and read orally by the researcher. Instructions for 
the free response were based on a free response probe 
used in earlier research (Cox & Many, 1989b): "Write 
anything you want about the story you just read." 
Subjects were allowed as much time as needed for every 
student to complete the task. Finally, subjects were 
asked to rate the short story using the rating 
instrument.
Data Analysis
Coding of data. The responses were analyzed to 
determine a) the level of understanding, b) the stance, 
and c) the content category of each individual thought 
unit. The three instruments used to code the responses 
are described below.
a) Level of understanding. The responses were 
classified according to the level of personal
understanding reached using An Instrument for Rating a 
Reader's Level of Personal Understanding (Cox & Many, 
1989b). The instrument evolved out of Cox and Many's 
research and is based on Applebee's (1978) levels of 
meaning. The level of understanding rating indicates 
the degree to which the response is tied to the story 
events and the level of abstract generalization reached 
in the response (see Appendix G). Table 3.4 gives a 





1 Does not go beyond literal meaning 
of story
2 Indicates some interpretation of 
story events
3 Demonstrates understanding of 
specific story events through 
analogy to self or world
4 Reaches a generalized belief or 
understanding about life
b) Stance. The reader's stance when responding to 
the literary work was examined using Cox and Many's 
(1989b) Instrument for Measuring Reader Stance on an
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Efferent to Aesthetic Continuum (see Appendix H). This 
instrument was based on Rosenblatt's description (1978, 
1985, 1986) of the aesthetic and efferent poles of the 
reader stance continuum and Corcoran’s description of 
the types of mental activities involved in an aesthetic 
reading (Corcoran, 1987). Like earlier data-driven 
methods of classifying response to literature 
(Applebee, 1978; Galda, 1982; Purves & Rippere, 1968), 
this rating system emerged from the data analysis of 
subject responses. Responses rated on one end of the 
5-point continuum indicate a primarily efferent stance, 
while scores on the opposing end indicate the use of a 
more aesthetic stance. Table 3.5 gives a brief 
description of each level on the instrument.
Insert Table 3.5 about here
The instrument allows for responses demonstrating 
from low to high levels of understanding at both the 
efferent and aesthetic poles of the continuum. For 
example, the following response would be scored at the 










Analysis of elements according 
to outside structure (literary 
elements, realism, what was 
learned)
2 - Primarily 
efferent 
response




(concentration on relating 




Portions of both efferent 
analysis and aesthetic 
experience of work (equal 
emphasis on both, primary focus 









Selection of story events or 
characters to elaborate 
preference, judgment, or 
description (I enjoyed it 
when..., I thought it was 
good/funny when...)
Focus on the 1ived-through 
experience of the literary work 
(the world created while reading 
and the emotions or associations 
resulting from the experience)
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* Stance Rating 1 - Level of Understanding 1
"It was a pretty good story and I enjoyed it. 
The characters were designed pretty well but I 
didn't like the way the plot kept skipping time 
and not telling you what was happening. They 
picked a good setting for a plot like this one."
In contrast, the next example is also written from 
the most efferent stance but it would be scored at 
the highest level of understanding.
* Stance Rating 1 - Level of Understanding 4
"It is a very unusual show. It tells us that 
we can do anything we want to. It also tells 
grownups a thing or two. One of the things it 
told grownups is: Before you step ahead make sure 
you've seen all the details."
At the aesthetic end of the continuum on the 
stance instrument, responses can also range in the 
level of understanding demonstrated. The next example 
illustrates a response written from the most aesthetic 
stance and would be rated at the lowest level of 
understanding.
* Stance Rating 5 - Level of Understanding 1
"I really enjoyed reading the book, it kept 
me curious throughout. After I was finished I 
kept going back and thinking about the story. I 
could picture what was happening."
Finally, as the next response illustrates, 
aesthetic responses can also demonstrate the highest 
levels of personal understanding.
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* Stance Rating 5 - Level of Understanding 4
"I probably wouldn't have handled it as well 
as the family in the story did when she died, if 
my sister or daughter fell out of a tree and died 
when she was only eleven. The story really made 
you sit back and think about how unfair life can 
really be."
c) Content categories. Each free response was 
segmented into individual thought units, and the 
thought units were classified by content categories 
using the Category Coding System (Cox & Many, 1989a). 
This system, based on previous research with older 
subjects (Purves & Rippere, 1968; Purves & Beach,
1972), evolved out of fifth-grade students' free 
responses to literature and film narrative and consists 
of the following categories; engaging, connecting, 
recalling, describing, interpreting, judging, and 
situating (see Appendix I).
The coding of all the data was completed by the 
researcher. Independent raters, trained in the use of 
each instrument, coded a random sample of twenty 
percent of the data to check for reliability.
Interrater reliability was established using the 
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient. For 
the holistic rating of stance the reliability was r = 
.79, and for the holistic rating of level of
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understanding, r = .81. Reliability results on the 
individual content categories were as follows: 
engagement, r = .93; connecting, r = .73; describing, r 
= .88; interpreting, r = .65; judging, r = .90; 
situating, r = .90; recalling, r = .97.
Statistical analyses. The design for this study 
was a 3 (grade level) x 3 (stance) factorial. For the 
purpose of analysis of main effects and interaction 
effects of grade and stance, the factor of stance was 
treated as an independent variable with three levels.
Separate two-way analyses of variance were 
computed for each story to test for main effects and 
for interaction effects of grade and stance on the 
dependent variables of level of understanding and story 
rating. Analysis of pairwise comparisons using 
Duncan's Multiple Range Test was conducted in the event 
of significant F-tests.
Correlation analyses for each grade for each story 
were also conducted using stance, level of 
understanding, and story rating in an effort to 
describe patterns of response. Descriptive statistics 
for each story were computed to determine the primary 
response patterns in terms of stance, levels of 
understanding, story rating, and response categories.
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Descriptive statistics for the response categories were 
also averaged across stories. Response categories' 
statistics were computed using frequency counts by 
calculating the percentage of the total response 
accounted for by the thought units in a category. The 
results for the various statistical analyses will be 
reported in the following chapter.
CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS
Descriptive and inferential analyses were 
conducted to investigate the main questions of this 
study. Those questions were:
1) What are the effects of the grade of the reader 
and the degree of aesthetic stance taken, on the 
reader's level of personal understanding and story 
rating of three short stories?
2) What are the relationships between the stance 
taken, the level of understanding reached, and the 
story rating in subjects' responses to three short 
stories?
3) What are the percentages of elements included in 
subjects’ responses to three short stories?
The main effects and interaction effects of grade 
and stance on the subjects' level of personal 
understanding and rating for each story were analyzed 
by separate two-way analyses of variance. Post-hoc 
analyses were conducted in the event of significant F- 
tests using Duncan's Multiple Range Test. Correlation 
analyses were used to test the relationships between 
stance, level of understanding, and story rating for
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each story. Finally, descriptive statistics were 
computed for each story and across stories to describe 
the response tendencies of subjects of each grade in 
terms of the elements of their responses. Results for 
each of these analyses are described below. Raw data 
can be found in Appendix A.
Effects of Grade and Stance 
The main effects and interaction effects of grade 
and stance were analyzed on the dependent variables of 
level of personal understanding and story rating using 
a two-way analysis of variance. For the purpose of the 
ANOVAs, the variable stance was converted to a three 
level rating (as described in Table 4.1) and treated as 
an independent variable.
Table 4.1
Conversion of the Rating on the 5-point Stance 
Instrument for Use in the ANOVAs
Score on Stance ANOVA Description
Instrument_________ Level______________________________
1 - 2  1 Primarily efferent
3 2 Neither primarily
efferent or aesthetic
4 - 5  3 Primarily aesthetic
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Means and standard deviations for scores on the 
level of understanding, stance, and story rating 
instruments are reported by grade for each story in 
Table 4.2. Because statistical analyses were computed 
separately for each story, data from subjects who 
missed a particular story session were included in the 
analyses on the remaining story selections.
Insert Table 4.2 about here
Level of Understanding
Each free response was rated on a 4-point scale in 
terms of the level of personal understanding reached.
A rating of 1 indicated understanding which did not go 
beyond an literal understanding of the text, a 2 - 
interpretation of story events, a 3 - analogy of story 
events to world, and a 4 - abstraction of a generalized 
belief or understanding about life. As shown in Table
4.3 significant main effects were found for grade and 
stance on this dependent variable. This phenomenon was 
consistent for each of the three stories.
Insert Table 4.3 about here
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Table 4.2
Means and Standard Deviations for Level of 
Understanding. Stance, and Story Rating
Grade


























































































Summary of ANOVA Results on Level of Understanding-
Source df MS F
"The Dollar's Worth"
Grade 2 3.946 5. &e»*-*
Stance 2 3.913 5.64**
Grade/Stance 4 .480 . 69
"The Aztec Idol"
Grade 2 3.362 3.48*
Stance 2 6.635 6.87**
Grade/Stance 4 .656 .68
"The Runaway"
Grade 2 14.459 20.67***
Stance 2 13.922 19 90* * *
Grade/Stance 4 . 182 .26
*£< . 05 . **£<.01. ***£<.001.
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Between grade differences. Post hoc analyses 
using Duncan’s Multiple Range test revealed that for 
the main effect of grade, significant differences were 
found between the fourth-grade subjects' and the sixth- 
and eighth-grade subjects' level of understanding for 
the stories "The Dollar's Worth" and "The Runaway". 
Significant differences in level of understanding for 
"The Aztec Idol", however, were between the eighth 
graders and the fourth and sixth graders. Fourth 
graders were consistently lower than eighth graders in 
the mean level of understanding reached. Whether sixth 
graders were similar to either fourth graders or eighth 
graders depended on the text.
To clarify the range of the response capabilities, 
in terms of the level of understanding demonstrated by 
subjects at each grade level, a cross tabulation table 
by grade and the four levels of understanding is found 
in Table 4.4. This table illustrates the number and 
percentages of responses across all three stories which 
fell at each level of understanding.
Insert Table 4.4 about here
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Table 4.4
Cross Tabulation Table of Total Responses by Grade and
Leve1s of Understanding
Level of Understanding
Grade 1 2 3 4
4 73 31 15 4
59.3% 25. 2% 12.2% 3.3%
6 44 36 35 18
33.1% 27. 1% 26.3% 13.5%
8 29 39 24 24
25.0% 33.6% 20.7% 20.7%
Of the fourth grade responses, 25.2% Included some 
interpretation of story events and 15.5% went beyond 
the text and applied the story events to life. The 
following excerpts from fourth grade responses 
illustrate these abilities. In cases where a 
misspelled word was likely to confuse the reader, the 
correct spelling is found in brackets.
* Gr. 4 - Understanding Level 2
"I think this story was wonderful. I mostly 
like the charaters, espeacialy Mr. Watts. The 
characters in this story are Trish, Mr. Watts and 
Mr. Kirkland. I like the part when she finds the 
20 dollar bill and when Mr. Watts comes back to 
get it. This story tells you about onasty 
[honesty] that is why I like it."
- Emily, "The Dollar's Worth".
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* Gr. 4 - Understanding Level 3
"This is a good story to read because it 
talks about how people feel and how people treat 
them sometimes. And running away is not the 
sloution [solution] for that. I think that you 
should talk to your parents about that.
- Johnny, "The Runaway".
* Gr. 4 - Understanding Level 4
"I like it alot. It has a moral in it, 
don't take something that you know is wrong, I 
like the part were [where] the boy got the idol.
- Alicia, "The Aztec Idol".
The tendency to apply the story events to the 
world increased with grade, with 39.8% of the sixth- 
grade responses and 41.4% of the eighth-grade responses 
falling at levels 3 and 4. Below are excerpts from 
responses by sixth- and eighth-grade subjects which 
exemplify responses at these levels.
* Gr. 6 - Understanding Level 3
"I think this story was very realistic. I
can defanatly [definitely] relate to this girls
problems. This happes [happens] to me alot.
I've almost runaway once, because I felt crowded. 
So this story is a really good one to me because 
its so down to earth. I liked the fact that she 
had a pushy friend because I have one too. this 
was a neat story because. It was full of 
realistic stuff and it sort of relates to my 
everyday life. It is what I want in a story. I 
have many times planed how to escape or runaway, 
and I like her because she had some wild ideas. 
Somethimes I think up wild stuff but then I 
alwase [always] come back to square one, reality.
I like the way that she felt croweded [crowded] 
in. I sometimes have this feeling. I think this 
was a real good story and I wouldnt mind reading 
it again."
- Jenny, "The Runaway"
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* Gr. 6 - Understanding Level 4
"I think that the story was an excellent 
story, and it had a very good moral to it. I 
think the story's moral was, always have proof 
before you believe. It was really awsome dood 
[dude]."
- Tom, "The Aztec Idol".
* Gr. 8 - Understanding Level 3
"It was kind of instering [interesting]. I 
mean it was also stupid. I would have killed 
anybody if they bit me on the leg for no reason. 
And that chick is going to cry when she runs 
away! When I ran I was happy. Plus going over 
to a friends house. NO WAY! Man [that] ain't 
gonna help yo [you] out none. Pluse [plus] She 
don't know what trouble is. I been living away 
from my house for 3 1/2 years. For running, 
stealing, doing drugs, trespazing [trespassing] 
and vandializing [vandalizing]. She had no 
reason to go away from home. It was not
realistic in some ways. Well there you have it."
- Stan, "The Runaway".
* Gr. 8 - Understanding Level 4
"This was a good story. It showed two
different sides of people. It showed how the man 
really felt and how he had to act. Some people 
don't understand those two sides. You don't 
really have to know someone just look at how they 
act. If someone acts hyper or shows off, they 
may not be doing it just because they want to, 
but problably because they want some attention.
This man in the story, Mr. Watts, probably 
wasn't really a mean man, he just wanted someone 
to talk to or he was just defending himself so 
people wouldln't feel sorry for him. Maybe he 
didn't want anyone to know he was poor, becuase he 
might have felt ashamed. He also might not really 
have been prejudice against girls but maybe 
something bad happened, that a girl did to him.
He might have even wanted to marry some girl and 
they wouldn't. But you can't really be angry with 
people like that, because if you are a person you 
should know how people act."
- Victoria, "The Dollar's Worth".
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Between stance differences. Post-hoc analyses on 
the main effect of stance on level of understanding 
revealed that for all three stories a primarily 
aesthetic stance (level 3) was associated with a 
significantly higher level of understanding than 
responses from a primarily efferent stance (level 1) or 
those which included aspects of both an efferent and an 
aesthetic stance (level 2).
These results indicate that subjects who 
predominately focus on the aesthetic 1ived-through 
experience of the story are more likely to apply the 
story to life and to make abstract generalizations than 
are subjects who analyze the story or focus on the 
information they have taken away from the story.
The means and standard errors for the three stance 
levels are listed by story in Table 4.5.
Insert Table 4.5 about here
The following are sample subject responses 
written from stance levels 1 (primarily efferent) and 3 
(primarily aesthetic). The levels of understanding of 
the responses range from low (does not go beyond 




Means and Standard Errors Across Grades for Level of 
Understanding by Stance
n M Std. Error
Stance Level
"The Dollar's Worth"
1 41 1.86 .130
2 25 1.82 .167
3 55 2.37 .112
"The Aztec Idol"
1 59 1.50 .128
2 26 1.57 .193
3 39 2.23 .157
"The Runaway"
1 40 1.80 .132
2 23 2.02 .174
3 64 2.81 .105
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* Stance Level 1 - Understanding Level 1
"It was a very good story. It had a very 
good plot and setting. Well defind [defined] 
caracters [characters]. The story was well told. 
The story was very good it self. I think if thay 
[they] had a contest it would be in the top ten 
mabby [maybe] even nubember [number] one.
- Mark, "The Runaway".
* Stance Level 1 - Understanding Level 4
"The Runaway was a story that I really didn't 
understand. I have my own concludsion about what 
it meant but I don't think the author's idea is 
the same as what I think.
I think the author is trying to say (this is 
in my opinion) that home is the best place to be. 
And that just because things may not go your way 
or your parents are pressuring you. That your 
home is the best. Just because things look good 
on the outside doesn't mean they're good on the 
inside."
- Victoria, "The Runaway".
* Stance Level 3 - Understanding Level 1
"I liked the story. It was a very good 
mystery. It had me curious to where I wanted to 
keep reading it. I especially liked the end.
- Connie, "The Aztec Idol".
*. Stance Level 3 - Understanding Level 4
"It was a great story. I like the way it 
began, I understand what she's doing though. But 
steel [still] I would not have run away. Why? 
Because I Love my parents and they love me, and I 
am sure if she would have explaned her problems to 
her parents they would have onderstude 
[understood] her. But parents have to undersand 
to that children arent perfect, they have to 
undersand that nobody is perfect at all, the only 
person thats perfect is god. Back to the story, I 
would go back home. No [Know] Why? There is no 
place like home."
- Claudia, "The Runaway".
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Interaction effects of grade and stance. It is 
important to note that no interaction effects between 
grade and stance were found to be significant. This 
indicates that the effect of stance on the subjects' 
ability to apply literary experiences to life is not 
related to the grade of the subject. The means and 
standard errors by grade and stance for each story are 
found in Appendix J.
Story Ratincr
Subjects rated each story using a 5-point rating 
scale (1 = high, 5 = low). As shown in Table 4.6 
results for the main effects and interaction effects of 
grade and stance were not consistent across the three 
stories. A main effect for grade and an interaction 
effect were found for "The Dollar's Worth" while only a 
main effect for grade was found for "The Runaway". No 
significant main effects or interaction effects were 
found for "The Aztec Idol".
Insert Table 4.6 about here
For all three stories sixth grade subjects rated 
the selections the lowest and fourth grade subjects 
rated the stories the highest. Figure 4.1 illustrates 
the consistency of this pattern of story rating across
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Table 4.6
Summary of ANOVA Results on Subject Rating of Story
Source df MS F
"The Dollar's Worth"
Grade 2 5.172 4.48**
Stance 2 . 281 . 24
Grade/Stance 4 3.930 3.41**
"The Aztec Idol"
Grade 2 2.659 1.88
Stance 2 .926 .66
Grade/Stance 4 .632 in
l‘The Runaway"
Grade 2 5.050 4.03*
Stance 2 3.519 2.81
Grade/Stance 4 .927 .74
*£<.05. **£<.01. ***£<.001.
stories. Post-hoc analyses using Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test revealed the sixth graders' rating of the 
Dollar's worth to be significantly different from the 
fourth and eighth graders' ratings. In the case of 
"The Runaway", fourth-grade subjects' high rating of 
the story was significantly different from the sixth 
and eighth grade ratings.
Insert Figure 4.1 about here
A significant interaction effect between grade and 
stance was apparent in the story "The Dollar's Worth". 
This interaction effect is graphed in Figure 4.2. As 
can be seen in the figure, the fourth- and eighth-grade 
subjects who responded using stance level 2 (neither a 
primarily efferent or aesthetic stance) rated the story 
the highest. Sixth-grade subjects responding from the 
same stance rated the story the lowest. The fact that 
this interaction was not consistent across stories 
suggests that while stance can significantly affect 
subjects rating of stories at some grades, this 
phenomena is text specific. Means and standard errors 
for story rating by grade and stance for all stories is 
found in Appendix J.
89
Figure 4.1
Subject Rating of the Stories by Grade
• —  • —  - 4th Grade
  - 6th Grade



















Interaction Effect of Grade and Stance on Story Rating
"The Dollar's Worth"
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Relationships between Stance, Level of 
Understanding, and Story Rating 
To determine the response tendencies at each grade 
in terms of the relationships which existed between 
stance, level of understanding, and story rating, 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were 
computed on those variables for each story. The 
results of these analyses are found in Table 4.7.
Insert Table 4.7 about here
At the fourth-grade level significant correlations 
were found between stance and level of understanding 
for two of the stories, "The Dollar's Worth" r = .57, 
p. < .0001, and "The Runaway" r = .73, p < .0000.
At the sixth-grade level the only significant 
correlations found were for the story "The Runaway". 
Stance and level of understanding were significantly 
correlated, r = .50, p < .0004, as were stance and 
rating, r = -.32, p < .03.
At the eighth-grade level significant correlations 
were found between stance and level of understanding 
for two of the stories, "The Aztec Idol" r = .38, p < 
.02, and "The Runaway" r = .40, p < .01. For the story
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Table 4.7
Correlation Analyses for Stance. Level of 
Understanding, and Story Rating
Grade
Variables 4 6 8
"The Dollar's Worth"
Stance/Level of .57*** .14 .27
Understanding
Stance/Story Rating .12 -.15 -.11




Stance/Level of .25 .18 .38*
Understanding
Stance/Story Rating .11 -.04 -.18




Stance/Level of 73*** .50*** .40**
Understanding
Stance/Story Rating -.17 -.32* .12




"The Dollar's Worth", there was a significant 
correlation between level of understanding and story- 
rating, r = .35, £ < .03. This positive correlation 
reveals that subjects reaching a higher level of 
understanding actually rated the story lower (1 = high, 
and 5 = low on the story rating instrument).
In summary, significant correlations were found 
between stance and level of understanding at each grade 
level but correlations between these two variables were 
not always consistent from story to story. The 
strongest correlations were found for the story, "The 
Runaway" where the relationship between stance and 
level of understanding was in the moderate range.
Other significant correlations between variables were 
inconsistent from grade to grade and across stories.
Elements of the Responses
To describe the elements of the subjects' 
responses, each response was divided into individual 
thought units (discrete chunks of information) and 
coded according to the following categories: engaging, 
connecting, describing, interpreting, judging, 
situating, and recalling. For each response, the 
number of thought units in each category was divided by 
the total number of thought units in the response to
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produce percentage of units in each category. The mean 
percentage of the responses for each category are 
reported by grade and story in Table 4.8 and are 
described in the following sections.
Insert Table 4.8 about here
At the fourth-grade level the highest percentages 
of units fell in the recalling category for all three 
stories. "The Dollar's Worth" elicited twice as many 
interpretative responses (14%) than did the other two 
stories, while "The Aztec Idol" elicited more 
engagement responses. The only category, (other than 
situating) to consistently have a low percentage of 
responses, was the connecting category. Percentages in 
this category ranged from a low of 4% up to 8%, 
indicating very little of the average fourth grade 
response included connections between the story and 
similar life or literary experiences. Fourth grade 
responses to all stories included similar amounts of 
units in the describing category, while percentages of 
units in the engagement, interpreting, and judging 
categories seem to fluctuate according to text.
Table 4.8
Percentage of Thought Units by Response Category for 
Each Story
Response Categories




12% 5% 14% 14% 10% 2% 43%
Aztec I.
(n = 42)
20% 4% 15% 7% 11% 1% 42%
Runaway 
(n = 41)





13% 9% 26% 17% 20% 2% 13%
Aztec I.
(n = 44)
22% 10% 19% 11% 15% 5% 18%
Runaway 
(n = 46)





8% 7% 18% 24% 16% 1% 26%
Aztec I.
(n = 38)
10% 6% 22% 11% 12% 1% 38%
Runaway 
(n = 39)
7% 16% 13% 32% 14% 1% 17%
* E - Engaging, C - Connecting, D - Describing,
I - Interpreting, J - Judging, S - Situating, R - 
Recal1ing.
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At the sixth-grade level no one category accounted 
for the largest percentage of thought units across all 
three stories. For the stc ~y "The Dollar's Worth" the 
highest percentage of responses fell in the describing 
category (26%), while for the other two stories the 
greatest percentages fell in the engagement category 
(Aztec I., 22%; Runaway, 23%). Text seemed to play an 
important part in determining the elements of the 
response, in that the percentages for each category 
(except for situating) fluctuated a great deal across 
stories. The responses, especially to the stories "The 
Aztec Idol" and "The Runaway", tended to include a 
variety of elements, as indicated by the distribution 
of the percentage of thought units across the various 
categories.
Text continued to contribute to variation in the 
elements of the response at the eighth-grade level. In 
the story "The Dollar's Worth" subjects spent a good 
percentage of their response retelling the story (26%) 
and interpreting (24%). For the "Aztec Idol" an even 
greater percentage of the response was spent recalling 
(38%) and instead of interpreting, the subjects 
included more thought units in the describing category 
(22%). For "The Runaway" the percentage of time spent
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recalling events was reduced (17%) and a higher 
percentage of the response (32%) was spent interpreting 
story events. An increase was also seen in the number 
of thought units in which subjects connected story 
events to their own lives or to other works they had 
experienced (16%).
Percentages of thought units in response 
categories were also averaged across stories for 
between grade comparisons. The results are listed in 
Table 4.9.
Table 4.9




E C D I J S R*
Fourth 38 14% 6% 16% 7% 14% 2% 41%
Sixth 40 20% 12% 20% 14% 15% 2% 17%
Eighth 35 7% 8% 18% 22% 13% 1% 31%
Note. Only data from those subjects present for all 
three stories included.
*E - Engaging, C - Connecting, D - Describing,
I -Interpreting, J - Judging, S - Situating, R - 
Recal1ing.
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At the fourth-grade level the greatest percentage 
of units was spent recalling story events (41%). 
Fourth-grade subjects also tended to describe (16%), 
judge (14%), and relate engagement (14%). Little 
interpreting (7%) or connecting (6%) was found in the 
average fourth-grade response. Sixth-grade subjects 
did much less recalling (17%) than fourth-grade 
subjects, instead showing an increase in the amount of 
engagement (20%) and describing (20%), and doubling the 
fourth graders in the amount of connecting (12%) and 
interpreting (14%). These changes did not remain 
consistent to the eight grade however, where again 
recalling claimed the highest percentage of the 
response (31%). Connecting (8%) and engaging (7%) 
decreased but the amount of interpretative statements 
increased (22%).
In summary, engagement, connecting, and describing 
(to a lesser extent) seemed to peak at the sixth-grade 
level and then decrease. The percentage of 
interpreting statements demonstrated a steady increase 
across grades, while the amount of judging remained 
fairly constant. Sixth graders did much less retelling 
of the story than did fourth or eighth graders.
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This chapter has presented the results of the 
statistical analyses conducted on the data in order to 
investigate the primary questions of this study. The 
major findings from these analyses will be discussed in 
the concluding chapter, along with implications for the 




The primary purpose of this study was to examine 
elementary and middle school students' free written 
response to literature. Specifically, the investigator 
explored the differences between readers at varying 
grade levels and with different stances in terms of the 
level of personal understanding reached in their 
responses and their rating of the stories. The 
relationships between these factors with each other and 
the variety of elements in the responses were also 
examined. In this chapter, the results of the 
statistical analyses, the implications of the results 
for classroom use, and recommendations for future 
research will be discussed.
Conclusions and Implications 
Level of Understanding
Analysis of variance revealed main effects for 
grade on the dependent variable of level of 
understanding. Fourth graders were consistently lower 
than eighth graders, indicating an increase with age in 
the level of understanding reached in free written 
responses. Contrary to Applebee's study (1978), 
however, the present study indicated fourth grade
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students were capable going beyond the literal level. 
Over 40% of the fourth-grade subjects included some 
interpretation of story events or were able to go 
beyond the text and apply story events or 
generalizations from the story to life.
Applebee's study also found children at the ages 
of 6, 9, and 13 to rarely make generalizations about a 
work. Such generalizations, or consideration of point 
of view or theme, occurred frequently only with the 17- 
year-old students. Subjects at the sixth- and eighth- 
grade level in this study demonstrated the ability to 
make abstract generalizations about the story. One 
reason for the increased performance by subjects in 
this study might be the fact that the instrument used 
to access abstract generalizations was grounded in 
reader-response theory (Cox & Many, 1989b). Therefore, 
not only were overall thematic statements included as 
generalizations, but also personal understandings which 
stemmed from the literary experience but which applied 
to life itself.
In reference to classroom implications of the 
these results, it is notable that although students 
will increase in ability to apply story events to life 
and to make abstract generalizations, this ability is
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not beyond the capabilities of younger students 
(including some fourth graders). This calls into 
question whether or not such abstract thought is 
actually directly related to the developmental stage of 
formal operations or if, as suggested by Lehr (1988), 
younger students make abstract statements but they 
process the information differently from adults. By 
taking a reader-response perspective to the teaching of 
literature, elementary and middle school teachers could 
recognize the validity of the abstract statements made 
by their students, even though those statements may 
differ from the adult interpretation of the theme of 
the story. Thus, students could be encouraged to 
experience literature within the frameworks of their 
own ability to draw personal understandings, rather 
than being taught to look for the "correct" theme or 
agreed upon meaning of a story.
Stance was also found to significantly affect 
level of understanding, with higher levels of 
understanding associated with the aesthetic stance. 
These results extend Cox & Many's (1989b) findings that 
stance and understanding are significantly correlated. 
The present study also found the two to be correlated 
for some of the stories at some grades, but as in Cox
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and Many's study the majority of the correlations 
ranged from low to moderate. Cox and Many hypothesized 
that the absence of a strong linear relationship could 
have been due to the fact that responses coded at point 
3 on the instrument included both efferent and 
aesthetic portions, thus possibly skewing a linear 
relationship. The analysis of variance used in this 
study offered more conclusive evidence of the 
relationship which existed. The subjects who focused 
in their responses on the 1ived-through experience of 
the story were significantly more likely to interpret 
story events, to apply the story to life, and to make 
abstract generalizations than were students who 
responded efferently or with no single, primary stance. 
It would seem that when students focus on the story 
experience rather than an analysis of the work, they 
are more likely to relate to it and find it meaningful 
in terms of their own lives. The consistency of these 
results across stories indicates this phenomenon is not 
text specific.
In terms of the classroom, these findings 
underscore the importance of encouraging and supporting 
the aesthetic stance when students respond to 
literature. When teachers use ping-pong questioning
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techniques where students parrot back responses to 
questions listed in the teacher's manual, students may 
assume the only appropriate focus when reading 
literature is to analyze the selection and retain 
important information. While teachers may use such 
methods in an attempt to extend literal and inferential 
comprehension and to develop analytical thinking 
skills, inviting'students to fully relive the literary 
experience could lead them to greater heights of 
understanding.
Through class discussions and response activities 
which focus on each individual's journey into the 
literary world, literature can become a personally 
meaningful activity for students. Students are free to 
react to each reading event in their own unique and 
idiosyncratic ways. Demott (1988) suggests students' 
individual responses be compared and used to articulate 
how personal standards shape preferences and opinions. 
Through such activities, students' responses are 
extended and clarified. Students not only observe the 
variations in how others' perceive the same work, but 
they are also able to consider what their own 
perceptions of the work reveal about themselves and the 
text. Such self reflection, according to Probst
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(1988), allows students to learn to read more 
perceptively and Intelligently.
The two-way analyses of variances indicated no 
interaction effects between grade and stance on level 
of understanding. These findings provide empirical 
documentation that the assumption of an aesthetic or 
efferent stance and its subsequent effect on the level 
of understanding reached is not related to the grade 
level of the student.
This lack of an interaction between grade and 
stance can subsequently raise questions about the 
theoretical links between the aesthetic and efferent 
stances as described in responses in this study and the 
spectator and participant stances described in essays 
and research studies (Applebee, 1985; Galda, 1982; 
Rosenblatt, 1985). Applebee characterized the 
spectator stance (paralleling the aesthetic stance) as 
a stance where the reader realizes one does not have to 
act as a result of the reading experience and therefore 
is able to enter more fully into the reading event. 
Galda described this position as one in which the 
reader withholds judgement until the text has been 
completed and then evaluates the text in terms of the 
world which the author has created. Galda concluded
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from her research that the ability to assume the 
spectator stance seemed to be characteristic of formal 
operational thought.
The contradicting findings between this study and 
Galda's research may be a function of the fact that the 
spectator .stance and the aesthetic stance as defined in 
the two studies are actually describing different 
phenomenon. Galda's description of the spectator 
stance as one where the reader is an observer-critic, a 
detached observer of human behavior, requires a certain 
distance from the work by the reader. In this study 
the subjects responding from the aesthetic stance often 
described themselves as being very involved with and 
closely identifying with the characters, a phenomena 
which would seem at odds with Galda1s use of the 
spectator stance. Galda underscores the observer 
nature of the spectator stance as being important to 
allow the reader to have a virtual experience. 
Rosenblatt (1985) however, points out that the 
aesthetic transaction is not a vicarious or a virtual 
experience but an experience in its own right, in that 
the reader is to some extent creating the experience as 
the text is read. It is the focus of attention on this 
created experience that underlies the definition of the
107
aesthetic stance as used in this study.
A second explanation for the differences in the 
results between this study and Galda's finding could 
also be attributed to differences in methodology 
(qualitative versus quantitative analyses) or be 
affected by the fact that Galda conducted oral 
interviews with three fifth grade girls while this 
investigation used written responses from a large 
sample of fourth-, sixth- and eighth-grade subjects.
In terms of the classroom, the fact that subjects 
at all grade levels, who assumed the aesthetic stance, 
reached higher levels of personal understanding 
indicates that, as contended by Rosenblatt (1938), the 
aesthetic stance can be an important part of the 
literature experience at any age. Thus, even fourth- 
grade teachers can encourage students to focus on the 
exploration of the literary experience and find 
students to subsequently be more likely to make 
inferential observations, be better able to apply story 
events to life, and to generalize understandings from 
the story to the world around them. Then, literature 
can serve the purpose described by Rosenblatt (1938) of 
having human meaningfulness, addressing the ultimate 
questions of "...relevance or value to the reader's
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ongoing life" (p. 30).
Story Rating
Results concerning the dependent variable of story 
rating were not consistent across stories for either 
the analyses of variance or the correlation analyses. 
This suggests that story rating may be text specific 
rather than consistently related to grade, stance, or 
level of understanding.
Main effects were found for grade on two stories, 
with sixth graders rating the stories the lowest and 
fourth graders the highest. This pattern was 
consistent for the third story but the differences were 
not significant. Possible explanations might include 
the interest level of the subjects in the stories' 
contents but the wide variation in subject matter from 
one story to another would seem discourage such a 
pattern in the results. One might also hypothesize the 
onset of adolescence affected the sixth-grade subjects' 
willingness to find fault as opposed to the fourth- 
grade subjects' tendency to be approving, but the 
documentation of such factors is beyond the scope of 
this study.
A significant interaction effect between grade and 
stance on the variable of story rating occurred on one
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story, "The Dollar's Worth". Sixth-grade subjects who 
responded at stance level 2 (not primarily efferent or 
aesthetic) rated the story the lowest, while fourth and 
eighth grade subjects responding from the same level 
rated the story the highest. Close examination of 
these responses revealed no discernable differences 
between the written responses at each grade level which 
might indicate the reason for this interaction.
The only other significant results concerning the 
variable story rating occurred between level of 
understanding and story rating for eighth grade 
subjects' responses to "The Dollar's Worth", and a 
negative correlation between stance and story rating 
for sixth grade subjects' to "The Runaway". These 
sporadic significant correlations do not seem to 
indicate major findings. Instead, they simply 
emphasize the importance of text on story rating in 
that the correlations are not demonstrated consistently 
across stories.
The impact of text on story rating underscores the 
importance of teaching literature in the elementary and 
middle school classrooms from the reader-response 
perspective. Often curricular decisions are made long 
before students ever come into contact with the texts
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themselves. Probst (1988) encourages the use of 
response-based teaching, where literature selections 
are chosen based on student responses. Teachers 
carefully monitor class discussions, noting topics, 
genres, and authors which captivate student interest 
and then "routes through literature” (p.79) develop 
naturally from the leads discovered. This text 
selection procedure, based on student preferences and 
interests, is one often ignored in the world of basal 
readers and approved literature anthologies. Such 
practice would be beneficial in the elementary and 
middle schools in that it would offer students the 
opportunity to build on their own preferences when 
entering into the literary world. The use of self­
selection procedures is also supported by research 
which indicates the range in students' reading 
interests is wider at the middle school level than at 
any other levels (Purves & Beach, 1972). This makes a 
response-based program at this level even more 
important if teachers are going to meet individual 
needs.
Elements of the Responses
When examining the elements of the subjects' 
responses, differences were noted between grade levels.
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Recalling story events consistently accounted for the 
largest percentage of the fourth-grade subjects' 
responses. The responses also consistently contained 
few connections to their own life experiences or to 
other literary experiences. These results seem to be 
consistent with Ricoeur’s interpretation theory (1976). 
The subjects seem to be concerned primarily with 
grappling with the verbal meaning of the text and 
understanding what it says. This is necessary before 
they progress to the Ricoeur's second stage where they 
are able to understand the work in terms of their own 
world horizons.
The fact that this phenomena was consistent across 
stories for only the fourth grade subjects may be due 
to developmental differences between grade levels. An 
alternate explanation could be that this occurrence was 
due to any difficulty fourth grade subjects may have 
had with the text. Additional research using texts 
which are challenging for students at the other grade 
levels or using easier texts at the fourth grade level, 
might indicate whether these patterns occur due to 
difficult texts.
When discussing literature selections, teachers 
often encounter students who want to reiterate the
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story, event by event. This research suggests younger 
students or possibly students working with challenging 
texts, may need this opportunity to discuss their 
understanding of the literal storyline. Such 
repetition of the storyline might serve a similar 
function as the use of repeated readings, which Morrow 
(1988) found to aid lower ability children in making 
interpretative responses. By allowing students time to 
digest the text and review it, teachers provide 
students the chance to feel secure with their 
understanding of the text itself. Then, students can 
proceed to try to interpret what the text says to them 
persona 1ly.
At the sixth and eighth grade level and for fourth 
graders in the areas of engaging, interpreting, and 
judging, the elements of the responses fluctuated 
greatly due to text. This is consistent with research 
done with older subjects (Purves, 1981) which indicates 
that text significantly affects response.
When averaging across stories, the results 
indicated a overall decrease between the fourth-grade 
and sixth-grade subjects in the amount of retelling 
done. Sixth-grade subjects increased in the amount of 
connecting statements to twice that of the fourth-grade
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subjects. At the eighth-grade level retelling 
increased again and connecting decreased. A steady 
increase across grade levels in the number of 
interpretative statements made by the students was also 
apparent.
Again, these results may be a function of 
developmental differences. Sixth-grade students 
approaching adolescence may be more introspective and 
more likely to tie the text to their own lives. The 
fact that the number of connecting statements decreased 
at eighth-grade level, however, confounds these 
results. „
The increase in interpretation, however, may be 
due to other factors as well. Purves (1985) stresses 
the importance of recognizing the effects of school on 
the response to literature. If our schools continually 
encourage the interpretative response (as indicated in 
Purves, 1981), the differences between grades may also 
be affected by the gradual acculturation of the student 
by the expectations of the educational system.
Classroom teachers can be aided in the teaching of 
literature by realizing that the expectations they 
place on the students may shape and restrict the 
students' own responses to literature. Through the
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questions asked and during class discussions, the 
teacher can encourage a variety of responses. The 
connective type responses which were sparingly used at 
the fourth and eighth grade levels might be especially 
encouraged, in light of research indicating the 
importance of autobiographical connections on students' 
interpretation and understanding of literature (Beach, 
1987).
Suggestions for Future Research
This study sought to investigate the effects of 
grade level and stance on students' level of 
understanding and story rating. Future research needs 
to investigate not only the student's stance in the 
response but also the teacher's stance in the teaching 
of literature and its relationship with students' 
responses. Such research could aid in informing 
educators as to the effects of teacher influence on' 
students' response to literature.
The present study examined the reader's stance as 
indicated in a written response. An area which also 
needs to be examined is the reader's stance during the 
actual reading process. What textual or contextual 
elements cause readers to assume a particular stance 
when reading? Do students identify informational texts
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as more appropriate for an efferent stance and read 
accordingly? Does grade level affect students' 
tendencies to read efferently for informational texts? 
Research utilizing both fiction and nonfiction texts 
and methodologies such as protocol analyses might lead 
to additional understanding of reader stance.
Summary
In summary, this study examined grade level and 
stance differences in students' responses to 
literature. Both grade and stance were found to affect 
subjects' level of understanding across stories, while 
story rating was primarily text dependent. All 
conclusions drawn from the results were restricted to 
the population from which the sample was drawn and by 
the other limitations of the study as discussed in 
Chapter 1. Implications for classroom application and 
recommendations for future research were suggested.
Reader-response theory remains a promising field 
for both classroom teachers and researchers alike.
This perspective has long influenced the research in 
response to literature and the teaching of literature 
at the secondary level. The present study offers 
empirical support for reader-response based teaching at 
the elementary and middle school levels. Such
116
methodology Is needed if young students' encounters 
with literature are going to be personally meaningful 
experiences which lead to lifetime relationships with 
the world horizons offered through books.
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Raw Data - Grade, Stance, Level of Understanding, Story 
Rating, Reading Achievement
Column Labels
1 - Grade (1 = Gr. 4, 2 = G r .  6, 3 = G r .  8)
2 - Stance, "The Dollars Worth"
3 - Stance, "The Aztec Idol"
4 - Stance, "The Runaway"
5 - Level of Understanding, "The Dollars Worth"
6 - Level of Understanding, "The Aztec Idol"
7 - Level of Understanding, "The Runaway"
8 - Story Rating, "The Dollars Worth
9 - Story Rating, "The Aztec Idol"
10 - Story Rating, "The Runaway"
11 - Reading Achievement Scores, Percentiles (Stanine)
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Raw Data - Grade. Stance. Level of Understanding. Story 
Rating. Reading Achievement
Columns
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 1 2 3 4 1 1 1 2 3 3 65 (6)
2 1 3 4 4 1 1 1 5 1 3 39 (4)
3 1 2 2 4 1 1 2 1 2 2 39 (4)
4 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 4 1 55 (5)
5 1 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 68 (6)
6 1 4 5 3 2 3 2 1 3 1 53 (5)
7 1 4 4 4 3 2 2 1 4 1 65 (6)
8 1 3 1 1 34 (4)
9 1 4 4 4 1 1 2 1 1 3 43 (5)
10 1 2 1 2 1 4 1 1 1 1 36 (4)
11 1 2 5 2 2 2 1 39 (4)
12 1 5 2 2 3 1 1 3 3 2 42 (5)
13 1 4 2 3 1 1 1 50 (5)
14 1 4 2 5 2 1 2 1 1 1 55 (5)
15 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 3 3 44 (5)
16 1 4 3 3 2 1 1 2 1 1 55 (5)
17 1 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 3 48 (5)
18 1 1 5 3 1 3 1 2 4 2 42 (5)
19 1 3 3 ' 5 2 4 3 2 1 2 76 (6)
20 1 4 2 1 2 1 1 4 4 3 91 (8)
21 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 2 2 3 85 (7)
22 1 2 3 1 3 3 1 88 (7)
23 1 3 5 4 1 3 2 1 3 3 82 (7)
24 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 5 2 4 36 (4)
25 1 4 4 2 1 1 2 3 2 3 82 (7)
26 1 5 3 3 3 1 1 3 2 3 57 (5)
27 1 4 4 5 2 1 3 2 2 2 73 (6)
28 1 2 2 2 1 2 1 82 (7)
29 1 4 3 5 2 1 3 2 2 2 82 (7)
30 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 3 5 1 34 (4)
31 1 4 2 4 2 1 1 4 3 3 44 (5)
32 1 3 2 2 1 1 1 3 2 1 41 (5)
33 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 4 82 (7)
34 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 3 3 2 52 (5)
35 1 4 3 4 2 1 2 1 2 1 53 (5)
36 1 2 2 4 2 1 2 2 2 3 46 (5)
37 1 5 5 1 3 3 1 2 3 3 68 (6)
38 1 3 1 4 2 4 2 1 2 1 57 (5)
39 1 4 4 5 2 1 4 3 1 3 99 (9)
40 1 3 2 2 3 1 2 1 1 2 79 (7)
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Raw Data - Grade. Stance. Level of Understanding, Story
Rating, Reading Achievement (Continued)
Columns
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
41 1 1 3 3 1 1 1 3 5 5 68 (6)
42 1 4 3 4 1 1 2 2 4 1 82 (7)
43 1 2 2 5 2 1 3 3 1 1 55 (5)
44 2 4 5 3 4 2 4 85 (7)
45 2 5 4 5 3 3 3 3 5 2 91 (8)
46 2 1 4 1 1 1 1 5 3 5 66 (6)
47 2 3 2 5 1 2 3 1 1 2 68 (6)
48 2 4 2 4 1 1 2 3 4 1 34 (4)
49 2 4 1 5 2 4 3 3 1 4 79 (7)
50 2 5 3 5 4 1 4 2 3 2 79 (7)
51 2 2 1 5 2 4 3 1 1 1 61 (6)
52 2 3 3 3 2 1 3 2 5 1 57 (5) *
53 2 1 3 1 1 3 2 96 (9)
54 2 3 3 3 4 1 1 5 3 5 66 (6)
55 2 5 2 5 2 1 3 4 1 1 81 (7)
56 2 3 4 3 1 1 1 3 2 1 46 (5)
57 2 5 1 5 3 1 2 1 4 2 72 (7)
58 2 3 4 5 1 1 3 5 3 2 77 (7)
59 2 3 3 1 1 1 4 5 4 5 85 (7)
60 2 3 1 3 3 5 3 65 (6)
61 2 5 5 5 2 2 3 3 1 2 55 (5)
62 2 5 5 5 3 3 3 3 2 1 85 (7)
63 2 4 5 5 2 1 3 3 1 3 94 (9)
64 2 1 5 3 4 3 4 2 3 3 65 (6)
65 2 4 3 5 2 1 4 3 1 3 29 (4)
66 2 4 2 2 2 1 2 3 2 3 70 (6)
67 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 3 2 2 89 (8)
68 2 5 4 5 2 2 4 1 2 2 89 (8)
69 2 5 5 5 2 3 3 1 3 85 (7)
70 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 3 3 89 (8)
71 2 5 4 5 2 2 3 2 4 3 61 (6)
72 2 3 2 1 2 3 4 90 (8)
73 2 3 4 3 2 2 2 5 2 4 96 (9)
74 2 5 2 2 4 3 4 83 (7)
75 2 5 3 5 2 1 3 2 5 1 98 (8)
76 2 1 1 5 1 1 3 4 2 2 61 (6)
77 2 5 5 1 3 2 1 2 2 3 87 (7)
78 2 5 1 5 2 3 4 2 3 5 95 (8)
79 2 5 4 5 3 1 3 2 2 2 70 (6)
80 2 4 4 3 2 2 4 2 4 5 92 (8)
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Raw Data - Grade, Stance, Level of Understanding. Story
Rating, Reading Achievement (Continued)
Columns
Row 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
81 4 4 3 4 1 1 47 (5)
82 2 2 2 5 2 1 3 3 4 4 87 (7)
83 2 2 2 5 2 1 4 1 4 1 87 (7)
84 2 1 2 1 3 1 3 1 1 1 65 (6)
85 2 1 2 1 3 2 1 2 2 2 74 (6)
86 2 3 1 3 4 1 4 2 2 5 74 (6)
87 2 3 3 2 4 1 2 5 1 2 89 (8)
88 2 3 1 1 1 ■ 1 1 5 5 4 83 (7)
89 2 5 3 5 3 1 3 4 1 1 74 (6)
90 2 4 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 40 (5)
91 3 4 4 5 2 4 3 2 1 3 8.3 * *
92 3 2 5 1 2 1 1 79 (7)
93 3 5 5 5 2 3 2 3 3 3 63 (6)
94 3 4 4 5 1 4 3 2 2 4 51 (5)
95 3 5 3 1 3 2 3 4 3 2 58 (5)
96 3 5 4 3 4 2 2 36 (4)
97 3 5 5 5 3 2 3 2 2 2 36 (4)
98 3 1 4 5 4 1 2 3 2 2 35 (4)
99 3 3 1 5 2 1 2 3 1 3 49 (5)
100 3 3 2 5 1 2 3 2 5 4 73 (6)
101 3 3 5 5 1 3 3 1 2 2 52 (5)
102 3 5 4 5 2 2 4 3 2 3 30 (4)
103 3 2 2 2 1 1 2 3 3 3 45 (5)
104 3 2 2 4 1 1 1 1 1 4 30 (4)
105 3 2 5 5 1 2 4 3 2 2 83 (7)
106 3 5 3 3 2 1 1 2 4 4 94 (8)
107 3 4 3 5 2 4 4 2 3 2 84 (7)
108 3 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 2 4 90 (8)
109 3 2 2 5 2 1 3 2 2 2 81 (7)
110 3 5 5 1 4 4 4 2 1 3 80 (7)
111 3 5 5 5 3 3 3 2 3 2 93 (8)
112 3 2 2 2 2 1 2 3 3 2 76 (6)
113 3 2 3 3 2 2 3 2 2 4 80 (7)
114 3 3 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 3 89 (8)
115 3 2 2 5 2 1 4 3 1 2 73 (6)
116 3 3 3 2 1 2 3 79 (7)
117 3 1 1 5 3 3 3 3 3 5 89 (8)
118 3 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 95 (8)
119 3 5 2 5 4 4 4 2 3 1 89 (8)
120 3 5 2 5 4 4 3 4 2 2 90 (8)
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Raw Data - Grade. Stance, Level of Understanding, Story
Rating. Reading Achievement (Continued)
Columns
Row 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
121 3 2 1 3 2 1 2 2 3 2 89 (8)
122 3 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 93 (8)
123 3 2 2 2 2 1 2 3 2 2 68 (6)
124 3 4 5 5 2 3 4 3 2 2 85 (7)
125 3 1 1 3 4 4 2 5 5 2 58 (5)
126 3 5 4 5 4 2 4 2 2 3 85 (7)
127 3 2 3 2 2 1 1 3 2 4 63 (6)
128 3 3 3 1 3 1 1 2 2 3 90 (8)
129 3 1 3 1 4 2 3 36 (4)
130 3 5 3 3 2 3 4 2 2 2 77 (7)
* Results from Stanford Achievement Test
** Grade-level results from Stanford Achievement Test
Raw Data - Content Categories
Column Labels
1 - Engaging, "The Dollars Worth"
2 - Describing,
3 - Connecting, " " "




8 - Total Units,
9 - Engaging, "The Aztec Idol"
10 - Describing, " " "
11 - Connecting,
12 - Interpreting, "
13 - Judging,
14 - Situating, ..........
15 - Recalling,
16 - Total Units, ..........
17 - Engaging, "The Runaway"
18 - Describing,
19 - Connecting, "
20 - Interpreting, "
21 - Judging, " "
22 - Situating,
23 - Recalling, "
24 - Total Units,
Raw Data - Fourth Grade Content Categories
Co1umns
Row 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 4
2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 4 1 7 1 1 0 2 0 12
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 1 0 5 0 2 1 1 10 0 0 4 1 0 0 5 9
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 13
5 0 0 0 3 1 0 9 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8
6 1 0 2 5 0 0 8 16 13 0 2 5 0 0 0 20 0 0 2 1 1 0 29 29
7 1 0 0 4 0 0 1 6 1 0 5 2 0 0 0 8 1 0 5 2 0 0 3 11
8 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 5
9 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 4 6
10 0 0 0 1 0 0 12 13 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 2 0 0 20 22
11 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 5 1 0 0 13 0 0 5 19
12 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
13 2 0 6 0 1 0 0 8 1 0 0 0 2 0 16 19
14 0 0 4 3 2 1 6 IS 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 8 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 12
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
16 2 0 1 1 2 0 0 6 0 5 0 0 2 0 2 9 1 3 1 0 3 0 0 8
17 2 2 0 0 3 0 6 7 6 1 0 0 4 1 0 12 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 5
18 3 0 1 0 3 0 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 3
19 0 0 5 1 2 1 1 10 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 6 5 0 0 0 1 0 3 9
20 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 5 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 7
21 2 0 0 0 1 0 3 6 3 0 0 0 2 0 3 8 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 5
22 0 0 0 2 0 0 5 7 1 1 4 2 0 0 5 13
23 3 2 10 0 2 0 0 17 3 0 5 1 2 0 1 12 0 1 2 0 2 0 0 5
24 2 0 0 0 1 0 4 7 4 0 3 0 7 0 0 14 2 0 3 1 2 0 0 8
25 3 0 2 0 1 0 1 7 3 1 1 1 1 0 3 10 0 0 0 1 1 0 7 9
26 2 0 0 0 6 0 1 9 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 4 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 6
132
Raw Data - Fourth Grade Content Categories (Continued)
Columns
Row 1 2 3 . 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
27 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 4 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 5
28 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7
29 3 0 2 3 0 0 2 10 2 1 2 0 1 0 6 6 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3
30 0 0 0 4 1 0 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 12
31 0 0 6 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 3 0 0 0 5 8 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 3
32 4 6 1 0 4 10 7 32 0 0 1 0 1 0 7 9 0 1 5 0 6 5 2 19
33 0 0 1 1 0 0 9 11 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5
34 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4
35 2 0 3 4 1 2 5 17 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 2 6
36 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 6 0 0 7 0 1 0 0 8
37 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 5 5 2 2 0 1 0 0 10 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 4
38 3 0 2 1 1 0 4 11 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 4 2 0 0 3. 0 0 12 17
39 0 0 1 2 2 0 3 8 4 0 1 0 0 0 4 9 2 5 3 1 0 0 3 14
40 2 0 1 2 2 0 8 15 0 0 1 1 0 0 15 17 0 0 0 2 0 1 6 9
41 2 1 3 0 3 0 0 9 1 0 1 0 3 0 1 6 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 4
42 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 8
43 0 0 3 1 0 0 8 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 3 0 5 0 1 0 0 9
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Raw Data - Sixth Grade Content Categories
Columns
Row 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
1 2 3 7 3 0 0 1 16 2 3 0 0 1 0 0 6
2 3 0 0 1 2 0 2 8 1 1 4 0 0 0 0 6 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 5
3 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 1 1 3 0 2 0 4 11 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 4
4 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 3 1 2 0 0 0 3 9 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 6
5 1 0 2 0 0 0 3 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 5 7
6 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
7 2 2 2 0 3 0 0 9 1 2 1 1 3 0 0 8 1 0 1 4 0 0 0 6
8 0 0 0 4 0 0 2 6 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 4 0 0 1 10
9 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 4 0 3 1 5 0 0 13 4 1 2 0 2 0 0 9
10 1 1 2 0 3 0 0 7 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 5
11 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 5
12 4 0 4 0 1 2 1 12 1 0 1 0 0 4 0 6 1 1 1 3 1 0 0 7
13 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 1 0 1 6
14 1 4 0 0 1 0 0 6 3 1 2 1 0 0 1 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
15 1 2 1 0 2 1 0 7 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 4 8 1 0 0 1 0 1 11
16 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 5 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 5 2 0 4 1 0 0 0 7
17 4 4 6 0 2 1 0 17 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 7
18 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 5 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 6 0 2 2 1 1 0 1 7
19 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 7 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 4 2 9 0 1 1 0 0 13
20 9 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 5 0 1 0 2 2 0 1 6
21 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 5 1 0 0 1 3 0 0 5 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 4
22 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 5 6 0 1 0 2 1 0 10 5 4 0 2 1 1 0 13
23 0 0 3 5 2 0 3 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 21 0 0 0 2 0 0 7 9
24 0 0 2 0 0 0 11 13 0 0 0 1 0 0 19 20 0 0 3 3 0 0 13 19
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Raw Data - Sixth Grade Content Categories (Continued)
Columns
Row 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
25 1 0 4 7 5 0 0 17 3 0 3 0 4 0 2 12 5 3 2 3 1 0 2 16
26 0 0 7 4 2 0 0 13 2 2 5 7 2 1 2 21 5 11 2 1 2 0 0 21
27 0 0 2 2 0 0 3 7 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
28 2 0 11 8 1 0 3 25 2 1 7 0 1 0 2 13 2 1 6 2 6 1 0 18
29 3 0 4 2 1 0 1 11 1 0 2 2 0 0 5 10
30 1 0 6 3 0 0 0 10 3 1 8 2 4 0 0 18 1 0 7 1 1 1 0 11
31 1 1 6 6 0 0 1 15 2 0 1 3 0 0 1 8
32 0 1 2 12 0 0 0 15 1 1 6 0 1 1 0 10 5 2 2 2 0 0 0 11
33 3 0 3 0 10 0 0 16 7 3 8 0 8 0 0 26 7 10 3 1 2 0 0 21
34 1 3 3 0 3 0 0 10 8 1 0 0 1 0 1 11 1 1 3 0 6 0 0 11
35 3 2 0 0 4 0 0 9 8 2 1 4 6 2 1 24 3 3 0 3 2 0 0 11
36 6 0 3 2 2 0 2 15 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 6 8 0 6 4 6 1 6
37 2 0 2 2 1 0 2 9 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 6 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
38 4 2 2 3 3 0 3 17 1 0 1 3 2 0 5 12
39 0 0 0 2 0 0 15 17 0 0 3 1 0 0 7 11 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
40 0 0 3 4 0 0 7 14 0 0 0 1 1 2 6 10 1 2 0 7 0 0 1 11
41 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15 1 2 0 0 1 0 1 5
42 0 2 13 0 5 0 0 20 0 1 1 4 1 0 4 8 0 1 3 0 3 0 0 7
43 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 2 2 2 0 2 0 0 8 4 0 2 1 0 0 1 8
44 0 0 3 3 2 0 0 8 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 5 1 0 1 4 0 0 10 16
45 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 2 2 2 0 3 0 0 9 1 0 2 0 3 1 0 7
46 0 7 1 2 0 0 6 16 3 4 5 0 1 0 2 14 0 26 0 1 0 0 1 28
47 0 1 4 4 10 0 0 19 1 0 1 0 0 0 4 6 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 6
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Raw Data - Eighth Grade Content Categories
Columns
Row 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
1 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 7 0 0 6 2 2 0 1 11 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 7
2 0 0 0 1 0 0 7 8 0 0 1 5 0 0 2 8
3 2 0 2 3 3 0 1 11 3 0 1 3 2 0 10 17 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 4
4 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 0 0 6 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
5 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 1 1 8 0 0 0 2 12 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 5
6 6 0 1 0 2 0 0 9 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 4
7 1 0 3 4 1 0 0 9 0 0 3 3 0 0 1 7 1 0 2 1 2 0 1 7
8 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 3 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 5
9 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 4 1 0 2 0 3 0 0 6 1 0 0 1 6 0 1 9
10 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 4 1 2 3 0 1 1 4 12 1 4 5 2 0 2 1 15
11 2 0 1 0 3 1 0 7 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 1 1 0 1 4 0 0 7
12 0 0 1 4 3 0 0 8 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 8 3 2 1 3 2 0 3 14
13 0 0 1 1 0 0 14 16 0 0 0 1 0 0 9 10 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 3
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 13 1 0 4 1 0 0 2 8
15 0 0 3 0 0 0 10 13 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 0 2 1 3 0 0 0 6
16 1 0 2 2 2 1 0 8 0 1 3 0 0 0 3 7 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 4
17 0 0 2 7 0 0 3 12 0 1 0 3 2 0 0 6 1 2 3 6 2 0 1 15
18 1 1 4 0 2 0 4 12 0 0 0 1 0 0 21 22 0 1 1 4 0 0 5 11
19 0 0 1 5 0 0 14 20 0 1 2 0 0 0 13 16 0 1 0 4 0 0 1 6
20 0* 6 2 13 1 0 0 22 2 2 6 7 0 0 1 18 1 1 1 15 0 0 0 18
21 2 0 10 4 0 0 1 17 0 0 2 11 0 0 0 13 1 0 4 12 0 0 0 17
22 0 0 3 1 0 0 6 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 13 0 0 0 2 0 0 6 8
23 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 4 3 1 6 0 5 0 0 15 0 2 2 5 1 0 0 10
24 3 0 1 0 4 1 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 14 0 0 0 5 0 0 1 6
25 0 0 3 6 0 0 13 22 0 0 1 0 0 0 17 18 0 5 2 6 0 0 1 14
26 0 0 2 1 0 0 2 5 3 3 0 0 1 0 0 7
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Raw Data - Eighth Grade Content Categories (Continued)
Columns
Row 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
27 0 3 1 2 0 0 0 6 1 3 3 0 2 0 0 9 1 1 3 3 1 0 2 11
28 0 0 1 5 0 0 12 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 12 0 0 0 3 0 0 7 10
29 1 0 1 13 0 0 0 15 0 1 0 1 0 0 14 16 2 5 2 3 0 0 0 12
30 2 3 2 7 0 0 1 15 0 0 2 4 0 0 9 15 0 1 1 12 0 0 3 17
31 1 0 1 3 0 0 7 12 2 1 2 0 3 0 0 8 0 0 7 1 0 0 5 13
32 0 0 2 7 0 0 11 20 0 0 1 0 0 0 20 21 0 0 0 5 0 0 6 11
33 0 0 0 1 0 0 12 13 0 0 1 0 0 0 15 16 0 0 0 8 0 0 4 12
34 0 0 4 10 0 0 3 17 6 1 5 0 0 0 0 12 4 8 4 2 0 0 1 19
35 4 0 4 5 0 1 1 15 2 0 5 1 0 1 0 9 1 0 3 1 1 0 0 6
36 0 7 2 1 0 0 0 10 2 1 3 3 1 0 1 11 0 4 0 10 1 0 1 17
37 0 2 3 2 1 0 11 19 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4
38 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 6 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 4 2 0 1 0 7 0 1 11
39 1 1 4 0 4 0 0 10 1 2 0 2 6 0 0 11
40 0 0 4 2 4 0 0 10 1 1 4 0 2 0 0 8 1 0 1 3 1 0 10 16
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APPENDIX B
PILOT STORIES: EVALUATIONS AND READABILITIES
A panel of reading experts, consisting of three 
reading doctoral students, read each story used in the 
pilot and rated the stories using a story evaluation 
instrument. This appendix includes the adapted version 
of the "Criteria for Evaluating Picture Story Books" 
(Sword, 1985) used for the evaluation of the story 
selections used in the pilot, the instructions given to 
each member of the panel, the results from the panel on 




STORY EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 
(Adapted from Sword 1985 - ED 236 658)
Sword uses the term "picture story book" to refer 
to a trade book that stresses the coordination and 
harmony of illustrations and text as differentiated 
from the picture book which stresses the illustrations 
with little or no text. The text of a picture story 
book allows for plot and character development. For 
the purpose of this study you will be rating stories 
rather than picture storybooks.
Criteria for Evaluating Stories:
1. How well did the author achieve plot unification?
Below are listed several ways in which to achieve 
plot unification. Indicate the degree to which this 
particular author successfully achieves that quality.
  Beginning of story establishes conflict.
 ___  Middle of story presents plausible obstacles.
  Middle of story presents rising action.
  End of middle section has an identifiable climax.
  Ending is brief.
  Ending is satisfying.
Based on your responses to the above aspects of 
plot unification, rate this story on the scale below.
1 2 3 4 5
low high
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2. How well did the author achieve plot be 1ievabi1ity?
Below are listed several ways to achieve plot 
believabi1ity. Indicate the degree to which this 
particular author successfully achieves that quality.
  Events and their resolutions are plausible in the
created world of the story.
  Action is motivated by the main characters.
  Conflict(s) arise(s) naturally out of interaction
between character's personality and his 
situations.
  Conflict(s) is/are dealt with and resolved in a
manner consistent with character's personality.
  Conflict is balanced in that the protagonist and
antagonist are fairly well matched.
  Conflict(s) and interactions(s) are within the
framework of the elementary/middle school child's 
understanding.
  Fantasy story has a cohesive framework of internal
logic.
Based on your responses to the above aspects of 





3. How well did author achieve an imaginative plot?
Below are listed several ways to achieve an 
imaginative plot. Indicate the degree to which this 
particular author successfully achieves that quality.
  Story concept is original as distinguished from
imitative and contrived.
  Events are not completely predictable and thus
demonstrate interesting turns of action.
  Solutions to conflict, while plausible and subtly
prepared for, still provide an element of the 
unexpected.
  Familiar events take on new or unusual dimensions.
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Based on your responses to the above aspects 






4. How well does the author succeed in portraying the 
main character?
Below are listed several ways to achieve character 
portrayal. Indicate the degree to which this 
particular author successfully achieves that quality.
Character (whether animal, object, or person)
possesses varied human traits.
  Character has individualized personality with both
strengths and weaknesses.
  Character has universal characteristics with which
a child may identify.
  Character is portrayed through his action.
  Character is portrayed through his description.
Based on your responses to the above aspects of 
character portrayal rate this story on the scale below.
1 2 3 4 5
low high
5. How well did the author succeed in creating a 
believable main character?
Below are listed several ways to achieve a 
believable main character. Indicate the degree to 
which this particular author successfully achieves that 
qua1i ty.
  Character’s behavior is motivated by his
individual personality rather than by the author's 
external manipulation.
  Situations that bring about character change are
clear and convincing.
  Character's identity is made plausible in terms of
place and time through appropriate language (for 
example, accurate colloquialism or dialect if 
used.)
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  Personified characters combine human behavior with
some actions that arise naturally out of the 
nature of their species.
  Character possesses traits within the
understanding of the elementary/middle school 
chi Id.
Based on your responses to the above aspects of 
character believabi1ity, rate this story on the scale 
be 1 ow.
6. How well did the author use vivid imagery to invite 
sensory experience of the story?
Below are listed several ways to achieve vivid 
imagery. Indicate the degree to which this particular 
author successfully achieves that quality.
  A variety of sense impressions are conveyed
through language: smell, taste, sound, touch, and 
sight.
  Ordinary actions, objects, persons or places are
made unusual by fresh figures of speech or 
description.
  Descriptive language is exact and concrete, making
actions, objects, persons or places vivid and 
specific.
  Descriptive language is concise, avoiding
excessive detail.
Based on your responses to the above aspects of 
ways to use vivid imagery to achieve a distinct and 
vital style, rate this story on the scale below.
1
low




2 3 4 5
high
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7. How well did the author use style to establish and 
maintain mood appropriate to the situation, the events, 
and characters?
Below are listed several ways to achieve 
establishment and maintenance of mood. Indicate the 
degree to which this particular author successfully 
achieves that quality.
  Imagery contributes to mood.
  Sound and rhythmic patterns contribute to mood.
  Rich vocabulary contributes to mood.
  Humor (created through such devices as actions,
situations, word choice, figurative language, 
selective detail, exaggeration) contributes to a 
happy mood or relieves a more serious one.
Based on your responses to the above ways an 
author might establish mood, rate this story on the 
scale below.
1 2 3 4 5
low high
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To: Member of "Panel of Reading Experts"
Thanks so much for aiding me in this aspect of my 
dissertation. My committee feels I should have each of 
the stories used in my study evaluated according to 
literary quality. Enclosed you will find six stories 
and six evaluation instruments. Please read each story 
and then complete an evaluation instrument on it. A 
sample portion of the instrument is completed below as 
an example.
1. How well did the author achieve plot unification?
Below are listed several ways in which to achieve 
plot unification. Indicate the degree to which this 
particular author successfully achieves that quality.
+ Beginning of story establishes conflict 
+ M iddle of story presents plausible obstacles
+ End of middle section has an identifiable climax
 Ending is brief
+ Ending is satisfying
Based on your responses to the above question, 
rate this book on plot unification on a 1-5 scale.
________________________________________
1 2 3 4 5
Be certain you write the name of each story on the top 
of the instrument on which you rate it.
THANK YOU ! ! ! ! !
If possible, please have these completed within 
the next two weeks. Call me if you have any questions: 
Home 642-0104, Office 388-6878.
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Results of Mean Ratings on Story Evaluations by Panel
of Three Readincr Experts
Stories
Criteria DW B R AI SS LJ*




5.0 4.3 4.8 3.8 4.3 3.7
Imaginative 4.0 4.0 3.3 3.3 4.3 3.3
plot




4.3 4.7 4.0 4.2 4.0
Use of vivid 
imagery
3.7 4.7 4.0 4.3 3.7 4.3
Establishment 
of mood
3.7 4.3 3.2 4.0 3.8 4.2
* DW - "The Dollars Worth", B - "The Bracelet",
R - "The Runaway", AI - "The Aztec Idol",
SS - "Scattered Showers", LJ - "Lucas and Jake"
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Results of the Rayqor Readability Estimates
Stories Readability Estimate
"The Dollars Worth" 
"The Bracelet"
"The Runaway"











Werner, H. (1979). "The Dollar's Worth". In J. Shapiro 
(Ed.), Triple Action Short Stories (pp. 26-35). New 
York: Scholastic.
Trish Paro, a young girl working at a gas station, 
is made to deal with a spiteful old man, Mr. Watts, who 
continually asks for a dollar's worth of gas. One day 
she finds a twenty dollar bill dropped by the old man 
and Trish feels she deserves it for putting up with his 
weekly insults. Mr.'Watts returns and insists that he 
gave Trish a twenty, instead of his usual one dollar 
bill. When the station manager backs Trish, she gets a 
glimpse of the old man as a poor, frightened person 
trying desperately to hold on to his pride. Trish 
pretends to find the twenty in the back seat of his car 
and Mr. Watts snatches it away and drives off without 
even a thank you.
Bonham, F. (1976). "Secret of the Aztec Idol". In A. 
Diven (Ed.), The Scribner anthology for young 
people (pp. 116-124). New York: Charles Scribner's 
Sons.
Looking for an adventure, two young boys buy a 
"secret" from an old fisherman. The "secret" turns out 
to be an ancient Aztec idol which the man declares to 
be worth five hundred dollars. When they place an ad
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in the paper offering the priceless idol for sale, a 
policeman shows up at their house declaring the idol 
has been stolen and he confiscates it. Later the boys 
realize the policeman had shown up before the ad had 
even run and they begin to suspect the old 
fisherman and the policeman of working together. They 
set a trap for the duo and end up regaining the idol 
and their money and sending the crooks to jail.
Holman, F. (1976). "The Runaway". In A. Diven (Ed.),
The Scribner anthology for young people (17-21). New 
York: Charles Scribner's Sons.
Marcie, a teenage girl, often feels smothered by 
her parents' love and daydreams about running away.
She visualizes many options but her favorite is going 
to her friend Hilda’s house. One day she comes home to 
find a new dress on her bed. A note from her mother 
explained that it was to wear to an upcoming party 
being given by one of Marcie's old friends. Marcie had 
told her mother repeatedly that she did not want to go 
to that party, and feeling strained and forced, she 
decides to actually runaway to Hilda's. When she 
arrives at Hilda's, she does not find the welcome she 
expects. Marcie discovers that life at Hilda's isn't 
the answer she was looking for and she returns to her 
own home with its "unbearable love".
APPENDIX D 
STUDENT RATING INSTRUMENT
Name : ________________ :  Grade : ___
Story Title : ____________________________________
Circle the number to show how much you liked this 
story:
1 - It was great!
2 - It was good.
3 - It was o.k.
4 - 1  didn't like it very much.
5 - 1  didn't like it at all.
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APPENDIX E 
THE PILOT STUDIES 
An initial field testing of possible stories and 
a pilot study were completed prior to the study itself. 
This appendix will, first, describe the field testing 
and its results. Next, the pilot study, its materials 
and results will be documented.
Initial Field Testing 
Six stories were field tested in one fourth-, one 
sixth-, and one eighth-grade classroom. Teachers were 
given packets containing the story selections and 
response instructions and were asked to have students 
complete the packets. Students were allowed to respond 
to more than one story.
The initial field testing indicated two of the 
stories to be inappropriate for use in the pilot 
testing. One story was too long and the second 
contained language considered questionable by some of 
the cooperating teachers.
The field testing also underscored the importance 
of the researcher being present during data collection 
to insure all instructions are followed accurately. 
Second, instead of having students read the story, and 
then read and follow the response instructions
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independently, it was decided that all students should 
wait until everyone was finished reading and then the 
researcher should place the response instructions on an 
overhead projection screen.
The Pilot Study
A pilot study was conducted to allow for final 
story selections, to examine procedures to be used 
during data collection, and to test instrumentation.
Sub iects
Two classes at the fourth-, the sixth-, and the 
eighth-grade levels from a university lab school 
participated in the pilot. The students were drawn 
from the same population as the subjects in the study 
itself and were on-grade level as required by the 
laboratory school admissions policy.
Materials
Students were issued a packet containing one 
story, three blank pieces of paper and a story rating 
instrument. Six realistic short stories were used in
I
the pilot; "The Dollar's Worth", "The Bracelet", "The 
Runaway", "The Secret of the Aztec Idol", "Scattered 
Showers", and "Lucas and Jake". The rating instrument 
used in the pilot follows.
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Student Rating Instrument (Pilot)
Circle the number to show how much you liked this 
story
1 - It was great! (I could read it many times
without getting tired of it.)
2 - It was good. (I would like to read it again.)
3 - It was o.k. (I wouldn't mind reading it
again.)
4 - I didn't like it very much. (I wouldn't want
to read it again.)
5 - I didn't like it at all. (I would rather have
read something else.)
Procedure
Each student was given one story selection and one 
packet of loose leaf paper with the rating instrument. 
Students were asked to read the story selection and 
then to wait until everyone else was finished. As 
students finished reading, the researcher noted which 
stories were taking longer to read and which stories 
(if any) prompted questions from students. After 
twenty-five minutes, the researcher showed the 
following free response prompt on the overhead 
projector, "Write anything you want about the story you 
have just read". At each grade level, one to two 
students who had been given the story, "Scattered 
Showers", were not finished reading but due to the time
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constraints of the class period the researcher had to 
go on to the written responses.
When all students had completed their free 
response, they were shown and asked to respond to the 
following focused probe question, "Think of any other 
story, movie, or tv show that reminds you of this 
story. Write the name of that story, film or tv show 
and tell how it is like the story you just read."
After completing this response the students were shown 
another focused probe question, "Think of anything that 
has happened to you or to someone you know that reminds 
you of this story. Tell about what happened and how it 
is like the story you just read."
Finally, when all students had finished writing 
they were instructed to complete the story rating 
instrument and to circle one of four adjectives 
describing how difficult the story was for them to read 
(very hard, a little hard, not hard at all, really 
easy). The script followed by the researcher 
throughout the pilot data collection follows.
Script - Pilot Study
Hello. My name is Joyce Many. I'm from LSU and I 
am doing research to find out what students think about 
when they read stories. Today your class is going to 
do an activity to help me look at what (4th) graders 
think about some stories. Everyone will need a packet 
(which I have placed on your desk) and a pencil.
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Look at the packet I've placed on your desk.
Please take the paper clip off your packet and look at 
the story in the back. I would like everyone to read 
their story silently to themselves and then wait until 
everyone else is finished. You may begin reading.
Good. Now I want everyone to look at the blank 
sheets of paper on your desk. On the first sheet of 
paper I want every one to do this - (turn on the 
transparency) "Write anything you want about the story 
you have just read". Try to write as much as you can, 
you can use the next page if you need to. I need you 
to tell me as much of what you think as possible. 
Remember "Write anything you want about the story you 
have just read". You may begin.
Now. Turn to the next clean sheet of paper. There
you will answer this question (show on the 
transparency). "Think of any other story, movie, or tv 
show that reminds you of this story. Write the name of
that story, film or tv show and tell how it is like the
story you just read." Again try to write as much as 
possible. Let me read it again - "Think of any other 
story, movie, or tv show that reminds you of this 
story. Write the name of that story film or tv show 
and tell how it is like the story you just read." You 
may begin.
Very good. Now turn to the next clean sheet of 
paper. There you will answer this last question (show 
on the transparency). "Think of anything that has 
happened to you or to someone you know that reminds you 
of this story. Tell about what happened and how it is 
like the story you just read." Again try to write as 
much as possible. Let me read it one more time - 
"Think of anything that has happened to you or to 
someone you know that reminds you of this story. Tell 
about what happened and how it is like the story you 
just read." You may begin.
Now turn to the last sheet of your packet. This
page will let me see how much you liked this story and




The pilot study served as a basis for making final 
story selections and procedural refinements. The 
changes made in the study as a result of the pilot are 
described below.
Story selection. Three stories were selected for 
use in the study based on overall preference by all 




"The Dollar's Worth" 2.72
"The Secret of the Aztec Idol" 2.72
"Scattered Showers" 2.79
"The Bracelet" 2.98
"Lucas and Jake" 3.40
Elimination of probe questions. Two focused probe 
questions were asked in the story in a effort to gather 
data concerning the types of intertextual and 
autobiographical connections students make when 
responding to literature. Examination revealed the 
majority of the responses to be superficial and the 
overall response rate itself to be low. The response 
rates to each probe question are given below.
Probe question type 4th 6th 8th
Intertextual 69% 52% 74%
Autobiographical 24% 49% 56%
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Due to the low response rate, the superficial 
nature of the responses, and the feeling that the study 
itself would be cleaner and more focused without the 
probe questions, the probe questions were dropped from 
the resulting study.
Procedural refinements. The following procedural 
aspects were suggested from or supported by the pilot 
study.
1) The researcher must be present for each data 
collection session.
2) All students should finish reading, then 
directions for written response should be given orally 
in combination to visual presentation on an overhead 
projection screen.
Instrumentation adaptations and reliability. The 
story rating instrument, which had been adapted from 
Cox's (1985) Film Preference Instrument, was found to 
be slightly confusing. Many students indicated they 
agreed with the first of one statement (ex., "It was 
good") and with the second part of a different 
statement (ex., "I wouldn't mind reading it again.")
It was decided to drop the parenthetical information 
from each choice, leaving only the first part of the 
statement.
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To establish the reliability of the three coding 
systems used in the study, one rater was trained in the 
use of each coding instrument. The researcher and the 
raters then coded responses from the fourth, sixth, and 
eight grade subjects to the stories, "The Dollar's 
Worth", "The Aztec Idol", and "The Runaway". The 
overall agreement between the researcher and the rater 
for the response categories was 86%. For stance the 
overall agreement was 81% and the reliability was r = 
.67, while the reliability for the level of personal 




Session 1 - Hello. My name is Joyce Many. I'm from LSU 
and I am doing research to find out what students think 
about when they read stories. Your class has been 
chosen to help me find out what (4th) graders think 
about some stories. I will be coming three times to 
your class and each time you will read a story and then 
write some things for me. It is very important that I 
know what each one of you think on your own, so you are 
not allowed to discuss the stories you read with 
anyone. After the third session is over, then you can 
discuss what you have read and what you have written.
Everyone will need a packet and a story (which I 
have placed on your desk) and a pencil. On the first 
sheet please write your name, grade, and the title of 
the story you have been given. (Show on transparency.)
Now, look at the story you have been given. I 
would like everyone to read their story silently to 
themselves and then wait until everyone else is 
finished. You do not write anything when you're 
through, you just wait quietly until everyone else is 
finished. You may begin reading now.
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Good. Now I want everyone to look at the blank 
sheets of paper on your desk. On the first sheet of 
paper I want every one to do this - (turn on the 
transparency) "Write anything you want about the story 
you have just read". Try to write as much as you can, 
you can use the back if you need to. I need you to 
tell me as much of what you think as possible.
Remember "Write anything you want about the story you 
have just read". You may begin.
Now turn to the last sheet of your packet. This 
page will let me see how much you liked this story.
Fill out this page now. You did a very good job today, 
I really appreciate how much you wrote. Remember, it 
is important that you not talk to anyone about what you 
thought about the story you read. I wi11 see you again 
in two weeks, thank you!
Session 2 - Hello. My name is Joyce Many and I'm glad 
to be back with you today. I have placed a packet of 
loose leaf on your desk, but before we can begin I need 
to pass out stories. When I call your name, raise your 
hand and I will give you a story you have not read yet. 
Keep your hand up until I have given you your story.
Now, on the first sheet please write your name, 
grade, and the title of the story you have been given.
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(Show on transparency.)
Just like we did last time, I would like everyone 
to read their story silently to themselves and then 
wait until everyone else is finished. You do not write 
anything when you’re through,
you just wait quietly until everyone else is finished. 
You may begin reading now.
Alright, now lets go on. On the first sheet of 
blank paper do this - (turn on the transparency) "Write 
anything you want about the story you have just read". 
Try to write as much as you can, you can use the back 
if you need to. Remember, for me to be able to tell 
what (4th) graders really think, I need you to tell me 
as much as possible. You are to "Write anything you 
want about the story you have just read". You may 
begin.
Now turn to the last sheet of your packet. This 
page will let me see how much you liked this story.
Fill out this page now. When you are'finished leave 
your packet opened to this page so I can come by and 
check it.
Thank you a lot, you did super today. Remember, 
it is important that you not talk to anyone about the 
story you read or what you wrote. I will see you again
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in two weeks, thank you!
Session 3 - Good morning. You should have a packet of 
loose leaf on your desk. When I call your name, raise 
your hand and I will give you your last story. Keep 
your hand up until I have given you your story. As 
soon as you get your story write name, grade, and the 
title of the story on you loose leaf paper. (Show on 
transparency.)
You may now begin reading. You do not write 
anything when you're through, you just wait quietly 
until everyone else is finished.
Okay, now on the first sheet of blank paper do 
this - (turn on the transparency) "Write anything you 
want about the story you have just read". This is your 
last time to write and try to tell me as much as 
possible. Remember, you are to "Write anything you 
want about the story you have just read". You may 
begin.
Now complete the last sheet of your packet. When 
you are finished leave your packet opened to this page.
You have really worked hard throughout all of our 
sessions and I appreciate what you have done. Thank 
you!
APPENDIX G 
AN INSTRUMENT FOR RATING 
A READER'S LEVEL OF PERSONAL UNDERSTANDING 
(Cox & Many, 1989b)
Personal Understanding and Reader-Response Theory
The advent of reader-response theory brought about a new 
emphasis on the role of the reader in making meaning from text. 
Unlike theorists from the New Critics' perspective who contended 
meaning was found in the text, reader-response theorists 
emphasized a transaction between the reader and the text leading 
to personalized readings and individual interpretations for each 
text. Rosenblatt (1978, 1985) describes the text as serving as a 
pattern for the reader, guiding the reader as he or she creates a 
personal version of the literary work. Because readers differ, 
their experience with and understanding of any literary event is 
also likely to be different. All readers will not focus on the 
same aspects or find identical points to be personally meaningful 
From the reader-response perspective, the contention that all 
students should read a selection in order to arrive at the same 
interpretation or to deduce the same point or theme is no longer 
valid.
The purpose of this instrument is to provide a measure of 
personal understanding based on an individual's creation of and
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Interpretation of a personally meaningful literary experience.
The measure is used to rate a reader's expressed response to 
literature in terms of the degree of interpretation and whether 
the understandings reached remained tied to the text or are 
generalized to life.
World of Text Versus Application to Life
Because each text becomes a literary work through its unique 
interaction with an individual reader, it is inconsistent with 
reader-response theory to judge a reader's response according to 
whether or not it matches a "correct" interpretation of the work. 
Instead, this system rates the level of personal understanding 
reached by the reader according to the degree to which the 
understanding breaks through the boundaries of the text and is 
applied to life. At one end of the continuum are responses which 
do not go beyond a literal understanding of the story, while 
responses rated at the opposite end demonstrate very generalized 
understandings of life.
On the following page is a diagram of the continuum along 
which responses can be rated according to the level of personal
f






Levels of Personal Understanding
[applied to life]
_______ 2______________ 3______________ 4
application of understanding 
of specific story events 
to self or world
interpretation of generalization of





DOES NOT GO BEYOND LITERAL MEANING OF STORY
Responses of this type illustrate no more than a literal 
understanding or site lack of literal understanding of the story. 
Responses may include feelings about the story, preferences, or 
judgments, but no interpretation beyond what was literally 
presented. Also in this category are responses discussing the 
story in terms of plot, setting, or technical elements when these 
responses do not demonstrate interpretation of the storyline 
itself.
Examples:
"This was a very good story. This kid is a detective. 
One day he was riding an elevator and when everybody got off, 
a duck got on. That is how this case started. It is a very 
good film. I liked it a lot. I hope one day I see this film 
again.
"I really like this film because it was interesting.
You wouldn't have to watch this film over and over again to 
understand it.
"I hated this story, except for some parts like; when 
they demanded their money back for the shirts and thread."
"I enjoyed this story because I like stories that put 
smiles on my face and this story seems to be one of them."
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INDICATES SOME INTERPRETATION OF SPECIFIC STORY EVENTS
These types of responses include some degree of 
interpretation of the story. The interpretations refer to events 
or characters in the story but are not generalized to outside the 
world of the text. The response demonstrates understanding beyond 
the literal events of the story and may include responses of the 
following types:
Judgments, inferences or explanations.
Reader makes judgments about, inferences pertaining to, or 
explanations of character's behavior based on the character's 
literal actions. These types of statements often contain phrases 
such as "should have, because, seems like".
Examples:
"The dad should have let his son go and audition. He 
was being very mean. His mom was also mean. The kid was 
weird. William was the dad's son's name. William could 
dance very good."
"Joss rents a horse for a week with money that her 
grandmother sent her for her birthday. One day, while in the 
treehouse with Kate, she could not see the horse and thought 
he had run loose."
"Wanda was mad because she found out about Charlie being 
lost over the car radio."
Predictions, hypotheses, or conjectures.
Reader predicts possible events or behavior, hypotheses or 
conjectures as to why something occurred or what might have 
happened if the story had been different, or makes suggestions for 
future change.
Examples:
"I figure that their must have been a lot of love in 
that house, especially when Gilly didn’t want to even think 
about leaving. Gilly, who had learned, well thought, that no 
one could ever love her, and thought that she should never 
get attached to a foster home. I loved the book."
"The grandfather would have been dead if the dogs 
hadn't found him first."
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"I liked the story. One way it might have been better 
was if the fur coats had actually come to life. I liked the 
end when they listened to those two people."
Questions or wonders.
Reader questions or expresses curiosity about story events or 
character's behavior.
Example:
"One thing I wonder about is why did he want those 
children if he hated them?"
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DEMONSTRATES UNDERSTANDING OF SPECIFIC STORY EVENTS 
THROUGH ANALOGY TO SELF OR WORLD
In these responses the reader opens the confines of the text 
by placing himself or herself in situations from the text or by 
relating the characters or understandings of specific events to 
the real world. The literary world becomes an actual experience 
to be lived through or from which the reader can learn. The 
reader may include the following types of responses:
Fmnat.hizincr and Analogizing.
The reader indicates empathy for a character or is able to 
put themselves into a possible situation similar to that of a 
character's situation in the text. The reader may also indicate 
they have nothing in their life analogous to the story situation.
Examples:
"I thought it was funny. I liked it when the girls were 
trapped in the storeroom and the fur coats came alive. If I 
had been the girls I would have found something to hit them 
with."
"It was very sad to think about a little girl who had so 
much to live for dying. It made you think about what you 
would do if someone very close to your had died."
"I didn't enjoy it. I really didn't have anything in my 
own life to compare it to."
Comparison of Story Event or Character to Real Life.
The reader questions or comments on the plausibility of a 
story event or character action happening in the real world based 
on a comparison with own life experience.
Examples:
"It was pretty good and some parts were funny. Some of 
it wasn't very believable. For instance the kid's court 
thing wasn't something likely to happen. Otherwise it was a 
good film."
"I didn't think I would like this story but I really 
did. Gilly acted like any normal ten year old girl would."




REACHES A GENERALIZED BELIEF OR UNDERSTANDING ABOUT LIFE
These responses contain understandings which are not tied to 
specific story events but which are generalizations about people 
or life. The personal meaning becomes more global and applicable 
to the world in general rather than demonstrating understanding 
only in terms of specific situations as found in the text. The 
following response types may be evident:
Generalized Understanding.
The reader reaches a generalization about people or life 
situations.
Examples:
"This story is unusual because a kid doesn't always fight 
and run. It is neat the way he didn't give up. Most kids 
give up when parents say they can’t do a thing."
"I wonder if this is what it is like to be a foster 
child. If so it is not the easiest thing in the world."
Projects Possible Worlds.
The reader projects or makes comments about possible worlds 
which would exist if people had character traits similar to those 
encountered in the story.
Example:
"If more people were like the boy in this movie the 
world would be better. It was kind of him to do what he did 
for the duck."
States Moral or Lesson Learned.
The reader relates an overall lesson learned from the reading 
experience. In some cases, readers indicate the presence or 
absence of a moral but do not elaborate on content.
Example:
"This was a very unusual story because it told us kids 
that we can do anything that we want. It also told grownups 
a thing or two. One thing it told grownups is: Before you 
step ahead make sure you've seen all the details. It is very 
unique because of all the movies I’ve seen this one really 
goes into life."
APPENDIX H
MEASURE OF READER STANCE TOWARDS A LITERARY WORK 
ON AN EFFERENT TO AESTHETIC CONTINUUM 
(Cox & Many, 1989b)
Reader Stance
A reader's stance Indicates the reader's focus while reading 
or when expressing a response to something which has been read.
The relative emphasis, or center of awareness, during the reading 
or in the response will determine where the stance of that reading 
or response can be placed on a continuum from more, or primarily 
efferent, to more, or primarily aesthetic.
The concept of the reader's stance draws significance through 
recognition of the importance of the role of the individual for 
understanding any reading event as described in Rosenblatt's 
transactional theory of reader-response (1938, 1978, 1985). This 
theory of reading and responding may best be compared to a 
circular process. Each reader responds to the verbal stimuli 
presented in the text, but also draws selectively on a uniquely 
personal set of experiences and sensibilities in order to provide 
for and organize the substance of each literary event or response. 
The actual literary work is an event in time, created through the 
transaction of each reader and each text.
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Stance represents the reader's readiness to organize the 
reading experience or the response according to a particular 
framework. This stance reflects the primary direction or focus of 
the reader's attention.
The purpose of this instrument is to describe the reader's 
stance during his or her response to a literary event, by 
holistically rating the expressed response, placing it on a 
continuum from more efferent to more aesthetic.
Efferent to Aesthetic Continuum
While all reading occurs as experienced meaning, readers may 
adopt a position which can be placed on a continuum from a more 
efferent to a more aesthetic stance. An efferent stance focuses 
attention primarily on the information provided in the text or the 
analysis of that information. An aesthetic stance situates the 
experienced meaning of each reading event more fully in the center 
of the reader's awareness. It involves concentration on the 
selective process of creating a literary work of art through the 
transaction between the reader and the text.
The efferent stance. A more efferent reading or response to 
a literary work is more likely to evolve as a kind of study of the 
text with an emphasis on breaking up the text by isolating details 
and focusing on the knowledge to be retained according to one or 
another analytic system or way of looking at the text. For 
instance a reader may analyze a text by identifying literary
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elements or in the case of a viewing experience, may identify 
various technical elements or stylistic devices. Other possible 
analytical systems which might be used to structure a response 
include historical, sociological, or psychological frameworks or 
whether or not the work conforms to scientific principles or real 
life.
The aesthetic stance. An aesthetic reading or response 
indicates the reader's focus is on the 1ived-through experience of 
the literary work. It evolves through attention to the special 
personal nature of the transaction that generates a literary work 
of art. It will be more inwardly focused than the efferent 
transaction or response in that the reader contemplates on his or 
her own shaping of the literary world with attention to the 
associations the words are stirring up. This evocation of a 
literary work of art is itself a form of experience in the real 
world. It is primarily an awareness of the qualities of thought 
and feeling generated by the words during the reading of a text. 
Such an evocation might include insights into one's own or 
another's nature, a new way of understanding, a new sense of 
possibilities, or self-awareness.
Measure of Reader Stance
The following instrument is a method of classifying the 
stance a reader takes in his response to a literary work along a 
continuum from efferent to aesthetic. These stances have been
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derived from students' expressed written responses to reading and 
viewing experiences. The range of stances taken in responses do 
not represent a simple dichotomy of either efferent or aesthetic. 
Most will mingle reports of the aesthetic evocation with efferent 
analyses.
It should be noted that statements of preference, judgement, 
and summarization can cut across the continuum depending on the 
focus of the response. Students may respond primarily efferently 
or aesthetically regardless of whether or not they like or dislike 
a work, judge it to be good, or summarize sections of the it.
The diagram on the next page illustrates the stances which 
readers can take ranging along a continuum from efferent to 
aesthetic. Following the diagram are detailed descriptions and 
examples of each stance.
Measure of Reader Stance Towards a Literary Work 
on an Efferent to Aesthetic Continuum
Efferent Aesthetic
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MOST EFFERENT RESPONSE: CLEAR EVIDENCE OF EFFERENT ANALYSIS
Focus is on what was learned or the information gained from 
the reading rather than the reading experience itself. The text 
is analyzed by breaking it down into specific parts or by placing 
it into a category and responding accordingly. The responses 
which focus on analyses such as the following indicate the most 
efferent stance:
Literary analysis: Specific reference to structure of the work or
elements such as plot, setting, characters, theme; mention of 
literary elements it lacked or which were not needed; emphasis on 
the moral of the story or what was to be 'learned'.
Examples:
"It was a pretty good story and I enjoyed it. The 
characters were realistic and designed pretty well but I didn't 
like the way the plot kept skipping time and not telling you 
what was happening then. They picked a good setting for a plot 
like this one."
"The book seemed too short because it had too much detail 
and not enough main parts."
"It is a very unusual show. It tells us that we can do 
anything we want to. It also tells grownups a thing or two.
One of the things it told grownups is; Before you step ahead 
make sure you've seen all the details."
Technical analysis: Specific reference to structure of film work
such as continuity, quality of acting, recognition of characters 
as actors in other works, appropriateness of setting, props, or 
set design.
Example:
"It was o.k., but the setting was stale. Most movies 
nowadays are based in New York City. The movie had lots of 
stars I've seen before. In fact the mother and father are on 
the same television show. The father is on another show with 
the father's brother."
Analysis Using Other Standards or Systems: Organization of
response using some other analytic system, such as social or 
historical context. Might also include references to the story's 
believability or lack of verisimilitude with real life; the 
testing of the story as 'facts' against reality.
Examples:
"I thought the film was not a really good film because it 
took place about nine years ago. It makes it hard to 
understand some of the minor things."
"It was nothing like reality. I doubt that anything like 
this could happen. It was fake and unrealistic."
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PRIMARILY EFFERENT RESPONSE: FOCUSED ON VERBATIM RE-TELLING
Responses of this type focus on an emphasis of the storyline 
or what the story is about by giving a verbatim accounting of the 
narrative. The primary focus is simply to tell what the story was 
about. The following types of responses would indicate a 
primarily efferent stance:
Simple Verbatim Re-telling: Attention is on what the story 'says'
without specifying reasons for selecting out any specific parts. 
The underlying focus of the response is simply to summarize the 
story.
Example:
"It is (a story) about. . . (re-telling of storyline)."
Verbatim Re-telling with Preference/Judgement Statement: Response
might include a preference or judgement or feeling at the 
beginning or ending of the response but no continuity seems to 
exist between the preference, judgement, or feeling statement and 
the verbatim re-telling. The statement is not integral to and 
does not seem to evolve from the summary.
Example:
"It was a good film. I hope to get to see it again. It 




ELEMENTS OF BOTH THE AESTHETIC EVOCATION AND EFFERENT ANALYSIS
Such responses include portions of both an aesthetic 
evocation and an efferent analysis without a primary emphasis of 
either. Responses might contain a mixture of either efferent 
analysis or verbatim re-telling, as well as selective attention to 
specific story parts or to characters, or an aesthetic emphasis on 
the 1ived-through experience of the story.
Examples:
"It was a good story. I think it should have continued 
to show what was going to happen. I would have liked it more. 
The characters should have been better developed."
"It is a good book. I like how there is adventure in it. 
What happens in the book could happen to anyone. There weren't 
many funny parts. The boy did what any boy would have done. 
This book was about a family that consisted of four people and 
a dog. I’d say the two main characters were the girl and boy."
"The story was good but the boy acted conceited. The pet 
was smart, smarter than the boy. Especially when he ran from 
all the kids at school. I could tell the movie was old because 




SELECTIVE ATTENTION GIVEN TO SPECIFIC PARTS
These responses state a preference, make a judgement of the 
quality of the story or of characters behavior, or relate an 
impression about story events or people in the story and then 
describe story sections which elicited those specific responses.
It involves the selective attention to the story world and a 
possible relating of the story part which drew their attention.
Examples:
"This was a very good book/film. My favorite part was 
when ... I also like it when ..."
"It was a good film. It was funny how they could go by 
touching things. Then they got trapped in a shop and got 
scared, but they kept the place from being robbed. In the end, 
the owner of the shop offered them each a present and they gave 
them to their sisters."
"I thought it was ok. When the things came alive it was 
stupid. There were plenty of movies I liked better. But it 
was funny how they ran around playing that game, and at the end 
listening to that guy and girl talking. I would love to be 
able to do that with my best friend. But getting locked in a 
vault was unrealistic."
"I think the guy was being mean to his son by not letting 
him audition. The boy was right to run away. He should have 




CLEAR EVIDENCE OF THE LIVED-THROUGH EXPERIENCE
Responses indicating the most aesthetic stance focus on the 
1 ived-through evocation of the work. Attention is centered on the 
ideas, scenes, sounds, associations, or feelings called to mind 
when the reader interacted with the text. Responses 
representative of the most aesthetic stance may include a type of 
focus from one or more of the following such areas:
Imaging and picturing. Describes the way they imagine the story, 
the scenes they saw or the way in which they acted out the story
in their heads. Imagines what it would feel like to be in the
character's place or to live through the story events. Expresses 
a strongly felt sense of the verisimilitude, or the reality of the 
1ived-through experience with the story.
Examples:
"I thought that it was kind of stupid because it didn't
make me feel good. It made me feel like I was lost in the
woods instead of the boy."
"I liked the story because it was adventurous. We never 
had a dull moment reading. The best part was the beginning 
when he got his dogs. You could picture his affection for the 
pups and seeing his wide proud happy eyes."
Relates associations and feelings evoked. Focuses on feelings 
evoked by the story or compares to personal experiences.
Expresses empathy or sympathy for the characters and may include 
reflection on the story events or on own life in relation to the 
story. Hypothesizes about what they would do in a particular 
story situation. Demonstrates a high degree of personal 
interpretation as a result of the 1ived-through evocation or 
relates an awareness of self during reading.
Examples:
"I enjoyed the film even though it depressed me. It was 
very sad to think about a little girl who had so much to live 
for dying."
"The best part is when the parent was talking and the 
child was listening. That reminded me when I was seven years 
old and a holiday was coming up and my parents were talking 
about what they were going to give me and I was at the door 
listening and they were going to surprise me."
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"It amazed me how the boy could save his money for years 
without giving up or even telling someone what he was doing."
"I felt sympathy for the character because no one loved 
him and I felt excited inside when someone got to keep him. I 
liked how the boy risked himself for the pet because I know I 
wouldn’t have been so brave."
"I probably wouldn't have handled it as well as the family 
in the film did when she died, if my sister or daughter fell 
out of a tree and died when she was only eleven. The film 
really made you sit back and think about how unfair life can 
really be."
"I think the boy acted more like an adult than a 
thirteen-year-old. He would go hunting every night. And when 
he wanted to buy the dogs he had to travel a long distance.to 
get there. I think he was very brave."
Extending, hypothesizing, and retrospectiner. Anticipates or 
predicts story events or character actions or speculates 
alternatives for story or self as a result of reading. Extends 
the story beyond the text to what might be possible. May include 
questioning or wondering about a story occurrence or possible 
outcomes. Relates evidence of reliving the evocation after 
reading or creates an analogy for the evocation.
Example:
"It was a good film. When she fell out of the tree, I was 
expecting her sister to catch her, or for her to grab a limb.
I also though she might fall on the horse. They should have 
had a railing on the tree house."
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To Use the Measure
The Instrument Is used to classify expressed responses to a 
literary work of art. It was devised using written responses to 
literary and film narrative. To use the system, first read 
through the description of the relative stance types and the 
examples. Note that the descriptions and examples are 
representative of stance types, and are not inclusive. Many 
responses you classify will not look exactly like those included 
here. Note also that examples are paraphrased, and many are 
excerpted so that many actual written responses that you will 
measure will be longer. Some, however, are shown here in their 
entirety.
Remember, above all, that this is a holistic measure of the 
entire response: PLACE THE RESPONSE WHERE" YOU FEEL THE PRIMARY
FOCUS OF THE READER'S ATTENTION LIES. For best results read 
through the response quickly and get a feel for your first 
reaction about what you think the primary focus of the response 
is. Then, if in doubt, re-read a second time but refrain from 
counting the number of statements you feel are "aesthetic" and 
comparing them to the number of "efferent" statements. Remember 
you are using the rating to describe the overall focus of the 
response, whether the response was based on an analysis or an 
evocation. If you feel there are both efferent and aesthetic
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stances apparent, with no primary emphasis on either, then you 
choose stance "3".
Note that elements such as preference statements or judgment 
statements may occur from either an efferent or an aesthetic 
stance. For example the reader may love the story and think it is 
great and then go on to emphasize the way the author described the 
characters and set up the plot (an efferent stance). On the other 
hand a reader may express dislike for the book and subsequently 
describe how it was stupid when certain things occurred (an 
aesthetic stance). Summarizing can also occur from any stance, 
the key to the placement of the summarizing type response depends 
on the overall reason for summarizing. If the reader is simply 
relating "what the story was about" the rating would be stance 
"2", but if summarizing was used in the selective process of 
telling about parts which were funny or about favorite parts, the 
response rating would fall at stance "4".
APPENDIX I
CATEGORY CODING SYSTEM 
(Cox & Many, 1989a)
1 - ENGAGING
la - States a preference / reacts positively or negatively to 
characters or story, 
lb - Responds emotionally to text /identifies or empathizes 
with characters or a situation, 
lc - Personal involvement within or extension of the text.
2 - CONNECTING
2a - Relates autobiographical experience to text.
2b - Relates knowledge of world to text.
2c - Cites similar texts or text types.
2d - Compares or contrasts to similar text or text types.
3 - DESCRIBING
3a - Describes text as a whole.
3b - Describes characters.
3c - Describes story actions, events, and development.
3d - Describes setting or context of the story.
4 - INTERPRETING
4a - Explains character's acts
4b - Infers author's intentions
4c - Infers the character's feelings, attitudes, point of 
view, perspective, or beliefs.
4d - Infers a point or theme.
4e - Generalizes to a prototype, symbol, archetype, or idea. 
4f - Makes predictions or hypothesizes.
4g - Asks questions about the text or characters.
4h - Defines difficulty in understanding.
5 - JUDGING
5a - Judges character’s behavior or situation without citing 
reasons.
5b - Judges character's behavior or situation by citing 
reasons.
5c - Judges quality of text without citing reasons.
5d - Judges quality of text by citing reasons.
5e - Judges quality of text by suggesting specific changes,




Situating the story in their own context. (I liked doing 
this activity.)
7 - RECALLING
7a - Recalls story as a whole.
7b - Recalls characters.
7c - Recalls story actions, events, and development.
7d - Recalls setting or context of the story.
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1 -ENGAGING
The self as center of the statement: based on feelings. 
Involvement, and how reader relates to text personally.
la - States a preference / reacts positively or negatively 
to characters or story.
Reader relates preference or reacts, i.e. cites 
favorite or least favorite parts or characters, level 
of enjoyment, etc.
Examples:
"I like..., I love..., I hate..."
"I enjoyed it when..."
"I would like to read this book again."
"This story might be okay for some fourth graders, 
but not me!"
"It was not my type of story."
lb - Responds emotionally to text /identifies or empathizes 
with characters or a situation.
Reader responds or reacts emotionally to the events, 
language, characters, or work as a whole; states feelings 
evoked - identifies how the story made them feel, or 
notes lack of ability to explain the impact of the text 
on their feelings.
Examples:
"I felt angry when..."
"I just couldn't get interested in this story."
"I understand how Gilly felt when she wanted to see 
her mom."
lc - Personal involvement within or extension of the text.
Reader becomes personally involved with text or 
character by extending the world of the text and placing 
themselves into it, creating an imagined world based on 
the text, imagines a hypothetical situation, analogizes a 
similar situation to text and puts self into it, 
conjectures possibilities from text or characters. 
Examples:
"I would have gone to the audition anyway."
"I wish Trotter had been married, and Gilly could 
have stayed."
"It made me expand my imagination."
"I kind of imagined it in my mind".
2 -CONNECTING
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2a - Relates autobiographical experience to text.
Reader describes similar or related experiences or 
persons in relationship to events or characters in the 
text. These autobiographical responses help trigger 
related knowledge or attitudes which can then assist in 
interpreting the text. Or, notes absence of experience 
that impeded their ability to relate to the text.
Examples:
"This reminded me of my pet dog."
"Nothing like this has ever happened to me."
2b - Relates knowledge of world to text.
Reader defines own knowledge or views about the 
world and relates it to text.
Examples:
"I don't think real girls would be that stupid." 
"This was not realistic."
"He did what I think almost any kid would do." 
"This could happen in the real world."
2c - Cites similar texts or text types.
Reader simply cites a similar text or a text type, 
film, or television program as a whole or elements, 
without explanation.
Examples:
"The guy was like the guy who plays on Good Times.1 
"This reminded me of a mystery story."
"I prefer reading stories about girls."
2d - Compares or contrasts to similar text or text types.
Describes similarities or differences between or 
among texts or elements of text.
Examples:
"In the movie the girl didn't act the same way." 
"The girl is like the character, Annie, because 
they're both adopted."
"I like wierd books."




3a - Describes text as a whole.
Reader refers to or comments on the text, text 
characteristics, style, tone or mood, as a single entity, 
including noting deficiencies.
Examples:
"This was a sad (interesting, funny, odd, boring) 
book."
"This story was long."
3b - Describes characters.
Reader simply describes characters' attributes, 
traits, beliefs, characteristics, including noting 
deficiencies.
Examples:
"I though the old man was grumpy (mean, neat, 
cute)."
"He was really talented."
3c - Describes story actions, events, and development. 
Examples:
"It was crummy of the mother to act the way she 
did."
3d - Describes setting or context of the story.
Examples:




4a - Explains character's acts
Reader explains character acts not explicitly- 
described in text by using information about traits, 
beliefs, plans, or goals, or cause and effect 
relationships.
Examples:
"He acted that way because he was so frustrated."
"I think she really wanted to go back but she was 
scared."
4b - Infers author's intentions
Reader infers that an author is deliberately using 
certain language or employing certain techniques to 
convey certain meanings.
Examples:
"I think this was written for younger kids."
"The author wanted this to be exciting.
4c - Infers the character's feelings, attitudes, point of 
view, perspective, or beliefs.
Reader infers the nature of characters' or 
narrator's perspective or world view —  how they are 
perceiving of others,themselves, and the world.
Examples:
"The father probably didn't understand how much the 
kid wanted to tap dance."
"I think Trotter really knew how Gilly felt about 
being a foster child."
4d - Infers a point or theme.
Reader infers a point or theme of story, expressing 
what the reader or character learned from the experience.
Examples:
"This really showed that kids have rights too."
"This story had a good moral."
4e - Generalizes to a prototype, symbol, archetype, or idea.
Reader infers that the characters or storyline are 
representative of a prototype, archetype, or idea in 
addition to giving reasons for why the characters or 
story represents a certain type. The story or characters 
are identified as a certain type, not compared to others 




"This was definitely not a comedy.”
"The main character was the wise old man type, that 
everyone turned to for help."
4f - Makes predictions or hypothesizes.
Reader predicts or hypothesizes other possible or 
alternative situations, outcomes, or endings based on 
their perceptions of certain patterns implying consistent 
character behavior, or compatible with the world of the 
text.
Examples:
"They should have had a railing on the tree house." 
"If Gilly had not written her mother, she would have 
been able to stay with Trotter."
4g - Asks questions about the text or characters.
Reader poses questions about the text, questions 
that can encourage further thinking about the text.
Examples:
"Why won’t her mother come and get her?"
"Why didn't they just crawl out the window?"
4h - Defines difficulty in understanding.
Reader defines what it is that they don't 
understand.
Examples:
"I don't understand how they could be so stupid." 
"One thing I don't understand, is why they went 








Judges character's behavior or situation without citing 
reasons.
Reader judges characters or situation without citing 
reasons (often uses term "should have").
Examples:
"It was wrong of them to eavesdrop."
"The father shouldn’t have acted that way."
Judges character's behavior or situation by citing 
reasons.
Reader judges characters and gives reasons based on 
criteria such as insightfulness, appearance, 
sensitivity, kindness, rudeness, common sense, etc.
Examples:
"Sara was right to go look for Charlie, because she 
loved him."
Judges quality of text without citing reasons.
Reader judges quality of text as a whole, or cite 
specific aspects such as ending, plot, or scenery.
Examples:
"It was good (bad, okay, terrible, fantastic)."
Judges quality of text by citing reasons.
Reader judges the quality or worth of a text in 
addition to citing reasons based on criteria of style or 
technical quality (i.e. film visuals or sound, 
continuity, datedness, or book illustrations).
Examples:
"It was very well written.”
"The sound was not very good."
Judges quality of text by suggesting specific changes, 
additions, or noting deficiencies.
Reader makes specific suggestions for improving text 
or film.
Examples:
"It would be better if the author added more 
details."
"It would be more exciting if they had a tiger 
instead of a duck."
"It was too long and had too many big words."
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6 -SITUATING 
Situating the story in their own context.
Examples:
"I would recommend this book to a friend." 
"Younger kids might like this film."
"I can't think of anything else to write."
"I have read this before."




7a - Recalls story as a whole.
Examples:
"This story was named ..."
7b - Recalls characters.
Examples:
"This story was about a boy and his dogs."
7c - Recalls story actions, events, and development.
Examples:
"...then they went to the store."
"At the end of the story they got out of the 
storeroom."
7d - Recalls setting or context of the story.
Examples:
"This story took place in the country."
APPENDIX J
MEANS AND STANDARD ERRORS BY GRADE AND STANCE 
Results for Level of Understanding
"The Dollar's Worth"
Stance Level
n M Std. Error
Fourth Grade
1 15 1.27 . 215
2 8 1.63 . 295
3 17 2.00 . 202
Sixth Grade
1 10 2 . 20 . 263
2 11 2.00 . 251
3 22 2 .41 . 178
Eighth Grade
1 16 2.13 .208
2 6 1.83 .340
3 16 2.69 .208
"The Aztec Idol"
n M Std. Error
Stance Level
Fourth Grade
1 21 1.33 .214
2 10 1 .50 .312
3 11 2.00 .296
Sixth Grade
1 19 1.53 .225
2 9 1.22 .328
3 16 1.94 .246
Eighth Grade
1 19 1.63 . 225
2 7 2.00 .371





n M Std. Error
Fourth Grade
1 15 1.13 . 216
2 8 1.13 .296
3 18 2.17 . 197
Sixth Grade
1 14 2.07 .224
2 8 2 .50 . 296
3 24 3.17 . 171
Eighth Grade
1 11 2.18 . 252
2 7 2.43 .316





n M Std. Error
Stance Level
Fourth Grade
1 15 2.07 . 277
2 8 1 .86 .380
3 17 2.35 . 261
Sixth Grade
1 10 2.40 .340
2 11 3.73 .324
3 22 2.36 . 229
Eighth Grade
1 16 2.56 .269
2 6 2.00 .439




n M Std. Error
Fourth Grade
1 21 2.24 . 259
2 10 2.20 .376
3 11 2.27 .358
Sixth Grade
1 19 2.47 . 276
2 9 3.11 . 396
3 15 2.60 .307
Eighth Grade
1 19 2.37 .273
2 7 2.57 .449
3 12 2.00 .343
"The Runaway"
Stance Level
n M Std. Error
Fourth Grade
1 15 2.13 .289
2 8 2 .38 .396
3 18 2 .00 .264
Sixth Grade
1 14 3.14 .299
2 8 3.25 .396
3 24 2.25 .228
Eighth Grade
1 11 2.73 .337
2 7 2.86 .423
3 22 2.55 .239
APPENDIX K 
LETTERS OF PERMISSION 
Permission was obtained from the local school 
system, participating schools, and the parents of the 
individual subjects. On the following pages are copies 
of the letters requesting parental permission and the 





Your child's class has been asked to participate 
in a research project conducted through Louisiana State 
University. The proposed study will investigate 
children's written response to what they read. The 
research project will consist of having children read 
and respond to short stories in three sessions each 
lasting approximately one hour. Background information 
consisting of the students' standardized test scores 
will also be obtained from school records. All 
information will be kept confidential. This study will 
aid educators in their understanding of how children 
interact with literature and your child's participation 
in this project would be greatly appreciated. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
I give my permission for my child, ____________________
to participate in the research study described above.




As principal of McKinley Middle, I am willing to 
have Joyce Many conduct the proposed study, "Age Level 
Differences in Children's Use of an Aesthetic Stance 
When Responding to Literature" using 6th and 8th grade 




As principal of Howell Park Elementary, I am 
willing to have Joyce Many conduct the proposed study, 
"Age Level Differences in Children's Use of an 
Aesthetic Stance When Responding to Literature" using 





As principal of River Oaks Elementary, I am 
willing to have Joyce Many conduct the proposed study, 
"Age Level Differences in Children’s Use of an 
Aesthetic Stance When Responding to Literature" using 





As principal of Westdale Middle, I am willing to 
have Joyce Many conduct the proposed study, "Age Level 
Differences in Children's Use of an Aesthetic Stance 
When Responding to Literature" using 6th and 8th grade 




* Note. Permission for two studies conducted by LSU 
doctoral students was requested at the same time. This 
letter grants permission for both studies.
RESEARCH. EVALUATION, AND LONG RANGE PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
Christa McAullffe-Sherwood Canter 12000 Goodwood Boulevard Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70815 (504) 295-8625
Ms. Nancy B. Cothem 1833 Edinburg Avenue Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70808
Dear Ms. Cothem:
This letter Is a reply to your request for approval from the East Baton Rouge Parish School Board to conduct two studies. The proposed studies are:
(1) "The Influence Of Personal Journal Writing On Reading And Writing Attitudes Of Elementary School Children"
(2) "Age Level Differences In Children's Use Of An Aesthetic Stance When Responding To Literature"
Authorization to conduct the studies Is granted based on the following Information that you submitted to this office:
1. Principals' signed statements granting permission to conduct the studies In their schools.
2. Your Indication that you will obtain permission from parents to let their children participate In the studies; and that the Information obtained will be treated as confidential.
3. That the EBR Research Department will be given two copies of the completed studies.
Should you have questions or need further assistance, pleas? feel free to contact this office .
(COPY)
EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH SCHOOL BOARD
September 6, 1988
Sincerely,
William J. Glasper, Director 
Research, Evaluation, and Long Range Planning




Rlveroaks McKinley Middle Westdale MiddleMrs. Williams Mrs. Smack
VITAE
Joyce E. Many was born in Monroe, Louisiana, the 
youngest of six children. In 1978, at the age of 
nineteen, she received her Bachelor's of Arts degree in 
elementary education from Northeast Louisiana 
University. At twenty-one she completed her Master's 
of Education degree from the same university. In 1986, 
she moved to Baton Rouge, Louisiana to pursue a 
doctoral degree.
Prior to moving to LSU to work on her degree, she 
was a public school teacher. The majority of her eight 
years teaching experience were spent teaching fifth 
grade reading, English, and science; but, through a 
variety of summer programs she gained experience 
working with children from kindergarten through eighth 
grade. It was her love of teaching and her desire to 
work with perspective teachers which initially 
motivated her to seek an advanced degree.
After one year's work as a graduate assistant, Ms. 
Many accepted the position of reading instructor at 
Louisiana State University. While completing work on 
her doctorate, she taught undergraduate courses in
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elementary reading methods and reading in the content 
areas.
Her publications include articles in Language 
Arts. Reading Research and Instruction. Reading 
Psychology, and Arts and Learning Research. She has 
presented at regional and national conferences 
sponsored by the Louisiana Reading Association, the 
Louisiana Educational Research Association, the Mid- 
South Educational Research Association, the Southwest 
Regional Reading Conference, the National Council of 
Teachers of English, and the American Educational 
Research Association.
In 1988 her paper, "Sexism in Children's 
Literature: A Review of the Research", was awarded 
"Outstanding Student Research Paper" at the Annual 
Plenary Session of the Louisiana Educational Research 
Association.
Ms. Many's professional service includes 
representing the Association of Professional Educators 
in Louisiana (APEL) as their 1987 state president. In 
this capacity she worked on the Committee United for 
Education and the State Superintendent's Teacher 
Sharing Committee. She has also served on the State 
Advisory Commission for Teacher Education and
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Certification, and as vice chairperson on the Louisiana 
State Board of Elementary and Secondary's Educational 
Assessment and Testing Commission.
She met her husband, Steve Voelkel, while at LSU 
and they are expecting their first child in April,
1989.
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